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ABSTRACT 
THE SPECIAL PURPOSE LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX REFERENDUM AND 
THE FINANCING OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CAPITAL PROJECTS IN GEORGIA 
NOVEBER 2004 
KATHY COX PEAVY 
B.S.H.E., UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 
M.Ed., GEORGIA COLLEGE 
Ed.S., GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D., GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
Directed by: Professor Michael D. Richardson 
Although taxes have risen across the nation, funding for public school capital 
projects still remains a critical need in education. The public outcry for no new taxes 
has given arise to various types of creative funding for capital projects. The use of a 
1-cent sales tax for educational purposes is one type of new funding for capital 
projects. This study was a mixed-method, descriptive design study gathering 
quantitative and qualitative data on the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax 
referendum in Georgia. Fifty-seven school districts in Georgia, with an approved 
SPLSOT referendum on March 18. 1997, along with four school districts never 
initiating a SPLOST referendum, were the subjects for the study. Quantitative data 
revealed the use of the SPLOST referendum for the retirement of general obligation 
bond in the metropolitan school districts studied. Rural school districts utilized the 
revenue for the sales tax for general capital project improvements. Urban school 
districts used the SPLOST revenue to obtain and construct new capital projects. 
IX 
The millage rate of school districts in Georgia increased during the duration of 
the SPLOST referendum. The use of the SPLOST referendum revenue for capital 
projects did not give any relief to the property owners in Georgia through the 
reduction in property taxes. 
Interviews with superintendents revealed their appreciation of the opportunity 
to utilize the SPLOST referendum for capital projects. Superintendents stated the 
importance of the SPLOST referendum and how it allowed districts to accomplish 
projects that otherwise would not have been addressed. Superintendents from school 
districts with no SPLOST referendum were interviewed. The factors that hinder a 
district from initiating a SPLOST referendum were reviewed. The results indicated 
that no single factor hindered a district from a SPLOST initiation. 
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CHAPTER I 
Introduction 
Has the approval of a Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) 
Referendum for public schools impacted capital projects in Georgia0 Are the 180 
school districts in the State of Georgia utilizing this optional method of financing 
capital improvement and outlay projects? Has the quality of the school facilities in 
the State of Georgia been enhanced due to this optional method of financing0 No 
research-based answers can be found to these questions. Only theoretical answers are 
provided by educators in the State of Georgia. 
General Introduction 
Across America nearly 25,000 public school buildings are in a serious 
state of disrepair. Parents send over 15 million school-age children to public school 
facilities that lack adequate heating, ventilation, plumbing and roofing (The American 
Institute of Architects, 2003). A 1999 study conducted by the National Center for 
Education Statistics found that one-fifth of the public schools across the U.S. have 
less than adequate conditions to ensure life safety of the students and staff members 
(U.S. Department of Education, 1999). A report by the National Education 
Association in April of 2000 estimated that $254 billion is needed for new 
construction, remodeling, and retrofitting existing schools to adequately use 
technology (Chaiking & Fowler, 2001). The United States General Accounting 
Office (GAO) states that rising enrollments in high growth areas of the country will 
require approximately 2,400 new schools by the end of 2003 (The American Institute 
ot Architects, 2003). School districts do not have billions of dollars to spend toward 
maintenance alone (SBA, 1998). School districts are constantly searching for ways to 
finance capital outlay and capital improvement projects. State courts have deliberated 
in dozens of cases concerning the ability of states to equitably finance school facilities 
(Odden & Picus, 2000). 
Prior to the twentieth century, public school facilities were the responsibility 
of the local school district. The actual construction of school buildings was often the 
year's largest social event for the community. The public school was funded by 
private donations of sites, materials, and completed by volunteer labor. By the later 
part of the nineteenth century; however, local school communities found it necessary 
to generate funds by other methods. Special local property taxes were levied in order 
to fund the construction of additional school facilities (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). 
Over the decades that followed, the states began to assist with the cost of 
schooling. The state assistance was desperately needed and reached a peak in 1978 
with the state government and local school districts sharing equal portions of the cost 
of education (Viadero, 1999). The states have been content to accept responsibility 
for education, but not for the financing of capital needs (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield. 
1996). The state traditionally provided the legal avenue to acquire capital funds, but 
typically in ways to govern the property tax and general obligation bond purchases. 
Traditional school finance for capital outlay projects is centered on the local school 
district and its ability to fund local projects (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). 
The property tax is the primary method to finance new school construction or 
remodeling (Chaikind & Fowler, 2001). This tax has been a mainstay of school 
capital project financing. Not all people view it as an equitable method for financing, 
but believe that it places an unfair burden on some segments of the community 
(Odden & Picus, 2000). The concern arises in the way the tax is administered as 
compared to other taxes. The use of an assessment on property is subject to error and 
political influences (National Research Council, 1999). Hoxby (1999) states that the 
property tax helps the public to generate efficient decisions when selecting school 
districts. Consequently, the property tax acts as the price the consumer is willing to 
pay for public education rather than a compulsory tax. 
The personal income tax has traditionally been another means to obtain 
revenue for the operation of schools. It has been considered a fair tax and has the 
advantage of producing a large amount of revenue combined with proportionately low 
collection costs (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1996). 
Georgia's history of funding education involved the use of various programs 
developed by state leaders and identified by specific titles. The Minimum Foundation 
Program was enacted in 1949. This basic program was in place for many decades 
while constant revisions were made for improvement. In 1974, the Minimum 
Foundation Program was succeeded by a program titled, Adequate Program for 
Education in Georgia, or APEG. 
APEG was a foundation program that utilized grants to local school districts 
for the funding of expenditures within specific recommendation areas. The funding 
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operated on a reimbursement basis and was determined by the state, not by the actual 
expenditures of the local school district (Rubenstein, Doering & Gess, 2000). During 
1976 the Constitution of Georgia was amended to allow local school districts to levy a 
school tax for the support and maintenance of education (Georgia Constitution of 
1976). This tax is based upon the assessed value of taxable property within the 
county. Local districts may levy up to 20 mills without voter approval (Sielke, 2004). 
In 1987, the Adequate Program for Education in Georgia was succeeded by a program 
titled the Quality Basic Education Act or QBE (Shulz, 1997). 
QBE is based upon the per-pupil funding of a student enrolled in fourteen 
basic instructional programs (Rubenstein, Doering & Gess, 2000). The stated purpose 
of QBE is: 
to provide an equitable public education finance structure which ensures that 
even' student has an opportunity to a quality basic education, regardless of where the 
student lives, and ensures that all Georgians pay their fair share of this finance 
structure (Georgia Code § 20-2-131). 
The QBE act increased the contribution requirements of local school districts 
to 5 mills. This local contribution is called the local fair share. Categorical grants also 
exist in the QBE program. In Fiscal Year 1999, the total state school aid in Georgia 
totaled $4,828.9 million (Sielke, 2004). QBE continues to be the basic funding 
method for school financing in Georgia. The addition of a sales tax was approved in 
November of 1996 with the approval of a constitutional amendment. This 
amendment authorized local boards of education to call for a sales tax referendum for 
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education titled the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax Referendum or SPLOST 
(Georgia Department of Education, 2004a). 
The SPLOST referendum is presently being utilized by 154 local county 
school districts in Georgia. In Fiscal Year 1999, the SPLOST referendum generated 
an estimated $250.5 million in revenue for Georgia school districts (Sielke, 2004). 
The start of this special funding option in Georgia along with critical capital outlay 
needs makes the examination of this revenue source more significant. 
Statement of the Problem 
Close to 50% of the school buildings in the United States are approaching 50 
years of age. These facilities are nearing the end of their productive life span. Studies 
by Honeyman (1987), Education Writers Association (1988), and American 
Association of School Administrators (1993), have indicated that billions of dollars 
are needed for the repair and maintenance of existing structures. School districts do 
not have billions of dollars to spend toward maintenance alone (SB A, 1998). School 
districts are constantly searching for ways to finance capital outlay and capital 
improvement projects. State courts have deliberated in dozens of cases concerning 
the ability of states to equitably finance school facilities. These facts and actions have 
encouraged the ideology that Georgia's present finance system is in great despair 
along with other states finance systems (CERG Brief, 1994). As one of the fastest 
growing states in the United States, one of the most critical problems facing the state 
has been the issue of capital outlay needs in the public schools. Additionally, school 
reform legislation sanctioned in 2000 mandated a reduction in class sizes. This made 
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space constraints even more of a critical issue for Georgia public school districts 
(Rubenstein & Freeman, 2003). The start of the SPLOST referendum in combination 
with these capital outlay needs makes the examination of this revenue source for 
capital outlay in Georgia even more significant. 
Previous findings in the area of school finance for capital improvement and 
capital outlay projects are based on research conducted in the fields of property 
taxation and general obligation bonds. A review of the literature reveals that this 
would be the first study conducted on the effects of the SPLOST referendum on 
public school financing. No research-based information is available to evaluate the 
use of a SPLOST referendum for school districts in the state of Georgia. The Georgia 
Department of Education (GDOE), the Facilities Services Unit of GDOE, the Georgia 
Department of Audits and Accounts Financial Division, and local boards of education 
throughout the State of Georgia have not gathered the needed data to answer the 
questions posed in this study. County school districts, along with city school districts, 
that have obtained a voter approved SPLOST referendum have done so based on the 
desire to acquire additional funds. These school districts lacked adequate information 
to provide to the public about the SPLOST referendum but based the campaign on the 
newness of the referendum. In order to determine what the major impacts of the 
SPLOST referendum have been on the financing of capital projects in the state of 
Georgia, the researcher proposes to gather data on the SPLOST referendum and to 
examine how school districts are utilizing this method of financing to improve the 
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public schools of Georgia. This study should provide the answer to the impacts of this 
new method for financing capital improvements on capital projects. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to examine the Special Purpose Local Option 
Sales Tax Referendum in the state of Georgia and the effects of the referendum on the 
financing of capital projects. The research also addressed the reasons school districts 
in Georgia do not initiate a SPLOST referendum. 
Research Questions 
The proposed study was designed to answer the following overarching 
research question: What are the major effects of the Special Purpose Local Option 
Sales Tax Referendum on the financing of public school capital projects in the State 
of Georgia? In order to address this question, the following sub questions were 
investigated and utilized in the study: 
1. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for capital projects in the State of 
Georgia? 
2. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for the retirement of General 
Obligation Bond debt incurred for capital projects? 
3. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the school district millage rate? 
4. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the total school district 
expenditures? 
5. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the total school district local 
revenue? 
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6. How do SPLOST resources assist in the funding of capital outlay projects? 
7. What factors hinder a school district from initiating a SPLOST referendum for 
capital projects? 
Significance of the Study 
A study of this type was to provide valuable information to the state of 
Georgia and its local school districts. A void in the literature was present concerning 
the financing of school facilities and the use of a sales tax. There had been no 
evidence of research conducted on the SPLOST referendum or the use of a sales tax 
in financing education in Georgia. 
Each school district in the state of Georgia has the option to call for a 
SPLOST referendum. March 18, 1997 was the initial date that any school district in 
Georgia could hold a referendum for the SPLOST. School districts that received 
approval on this date are in the process of evaluating the use of the SPLOST as a 
method of financing activities. This study will be advantageous to the 57 county 
school districts in Georgia who are in the assessment process of the SPLOST. They 
are faced with the opportunity to present a continuation of the SPLOST referendum or 
allowing an end to the present referendum. The absence of any research on the topic 
created a major disadvantage for the school districts of Georgia when selecting a 
method to finance capital outlay projects and capital improvement projects. 
For scholars, this study adds to the research and literature of financing in 
education. This study provides information to the educational leaders in Georgia and 
other states as to the impact this financing option has had on local school districts. 
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Other states across the United States are able to utilize the information gained from 
this study to evaluate their present methods of funding capital outlay projects for 
public education. For local Boards of Education, this study provides research based 
information to share with their respective constituents. The public now has the 
opportunity to evaluate how the approval or disapproval of the SPLOST referendum 
affects their local school district. Also for the general public of Georgia, this study 
allows individuals the opportunity to examine and educate themselves on the 
decisions made by their school district leaders. 
For this researcher, this study provided research based information on the 
effects of the SPLOST referendum on the school districts in Georgia. The curiosity of 
the researcher in reference to the use of the SPLOST referendum has been satisfied. 
Research based information takes the place of speculation for the researcher. The 
study has allowed this researcher to make educated decisions on the financing of 
capital projects through the use of a sales tax and in turn become a more committed 
citizen to the state of Georgia and to Bleckley County. 
Procedures 
The methodology used by the researcher was a combination of quantitative 
and qualitative. The subjects for the study were the 57 school districts in Georgia 
with an approved SPLOST referendum on iMarch 18, 1997. Quantitative data was 
obtained through the use of financial revenue and expenditure reports from the 
Georgia Department of Education, reports from the Facilities Services Department of 
the Georgia Department of Education and audit reports from the State of Georgia 
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Department of Audits and Accounts. Microsoft Office Excel was the program used to 
assist in the analysis of the data and provide descriptive statistics. 
Semi-structured in-depth interviews with four consenting superintendents of 
school districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 along with 
four consenting superintendents from school districts that have never initiated a 
SPLOST referendum provided the qualitative data. Qualitative data was analyzed to 
develop themes, ideas, language and patterns. 
Assumptions 
The generalizations from the findings of this study were conditional on the 
following assumptions: 
1. It was assumed that the information published by the Georgia Department 
of Education, Division of Facilities Services (GDOE) and Georgia 
Department of Audits and Accounts Financial Division was true and 
accurate. 
2. It was assumed that the participants of the semi-structured interviews had 
adequately examined the impact of the SPLOST referendum in terms of 
finance and capital projects. 
3. It was assumed that the participants of the semi-structured interviews were 
honest and truthful. 
Limitations 
This study was limited in the number of school districts studied due to the 
available school communities participating in the March 18, 1997 SPLOST 
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referendum in the state of Georgia. The study focused only on a five-year period. 
Fund Year 1998, Fund Year 1999, Fund Year 2000, Fund Year 2001 and Fund Year 
2002. Since there was a void in the literature concerning the SPLOST referendum, no 
instrument to measure this concept was located. State of Georgia, Department of 
Education officials had not pursued a study of the SPLOST information therefore 
there was a void in the literature that needed to be explored. Interviews conducted 
were limited to an average of one hour per participant and the responses of the 
individuals interviewed reflected their perceptions in regards to the questions asked 
by the interviewer. The knowledge obtained in this study is new information and no 
precedent information has been provided to compare the findings of the study. This 
study focused on the information generated from the state of Georgia only and may 
not be generalizable to the financing methods of other states. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Ad valorem tax - a tax collected based on a percentage of the personal and real 
property value by the district in which the property is located. Interchangeable 
for property tax. 
2. Benefit - the school district receiving actual dollars from the SPLOST 
referendum. 
3. Capital improvement project - the renovation and modification of existing 
educational facilities. This term allows for the inclusion or exclusion of 
building materials, needed equipment for the facility, permanent fixtures for 
the facility, computers, desk, chairs and instructional materials. 
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Capital outlay - includes, but is not limited to, expenditures that result in the 
acquisition of fixed assets, existing buildings, improvements to site, 
construction of buildings, construction of additions to buildings, retrofitting of 
existing buildings for energy conservation, and initial and additional 
equipment and furnishings for educational facilities. 
Capital outlay project - the project of a school district that may involve any of 
the items listed in the above definition. 
Construction - the physical act of building a structure for use by the school 
district. This can mean new construction or additional construction to a pre¬ 
existing school building. 
Financing - the method of funding education at the state and local level. 
Fiscal vear - a twelve month period of time to which the annual budget 
applies. In Georgia school districts this is from July 1, year A to June 30. year 
B. 
Fund equalizer or district power equalizer - a funding method utilized by 
various states in order to obtain funds for educational programs. The goal of 
this method is to equalize the funds throughout the state for each school 
district in order to provide funds to produce a basic education. 
General obligation bonds - moneys obtained from an investment banking 
company. The bonds are sold and can be paid back by SPLOST or ad valorem 
tax money. The bonds are secured by the issuer's pledge of its full resources, 
taxing power, and credit for payment. 
High wealth school district - the identification of a school district listed in the 
top 15% of the 2001-2002 Georgia Public Education Report Card Fiscal Data, 
Systems Ranked by Total Revenues. 
H.O.S.T. - Homestead Option Sales Tax is a permanent tax for increased 
homestead exemption from property tax assessments and for special county 
projects. DeKalb County is the only county in Georgia utilizing a H.O.S.T. 
for county and municipal government revenue. 
Intergeneration theory - states that the future generations will have to share in 
the responsibilities of the present generation's economic decisions. 
Local revenue - funds available to local school systems from sources other 
than state and federal funds except any federal funds designed to replace local 
tax revenues. 
L.O.S.T. - Local Option Sales Tax is a permanent tax for operating purposes. 
Low wealth school district - the identification of a school district listed in the 
lower 15% of the 2001-2002 Georgia Public Education Report Card Fiscal 
Data, Systems Ranked by Total Revenues. 
Maintenance of an existing capital outlay facility - the physical act of 
performing tasks in an existing facility in order to maintain the structure at its 
present level, doing upkeep on a facility and providing minor improvements to 
a facility. This may or may not include tasks done to the facility structure that 
are considered a yearly project, the purchase of new equipment for the 
structure, and the purchase of items needed to maintain the classroom 
surroundings. This may include desks, chairs, tables, maps, white boards, 
chalkboards, bulletin boards, updated computers, lab supplies, etc. 
Median wealth school district - the identification of a school district not listed 
in the top 15% or the lower 15% of school districts as identified in the 2001- 
2002 Georgia Public Education Report Card Fiscal Data. Systems Ranked by 
Total Revenues. 
Metropolitan school district - a school district identified by the Economic 
Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture, as a metropolitan 
county. These are identified as counties in a large metropolitan area of 1 
million or more residents and counties in small metropolitan areas of less than 
1 million residents. These counties are identified as a code 1 or code 2 in the 
Urban Influence Codes (97002), prepared in the Rural Economy Division. 
Economic Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture. 
Mill - the term used for the one-thousandth of a United States dollar. 
Millage rate or millasze - the term used to express the ad valorem tax rate. It is 
the levy in mills, which is established by the governing authority for purposes 
of financing, in whole or part, the taxing jurisdiction's expenses for their fiscal 
year. Local tax revenues divided by the assessed valuation and then 
multiplied by 1,000. It raises 1/1000 of a dollar for each dollar of assessed 
taxable local property. 
Municipal bonds - bonds issued by a state, territory, municipality, political 
subdivision, or public agency to construct, repair, or improve public facilities. 
23. Progressive tax - a tax where the percentage of the total taxable income 
required for taxes increases as the taxable income becomes higher. 
24. Property tax - taxable value (assessed value) of real and personal property is 
40% of fair market value, except for certain property as specified by law. The 
state millage rate is 0.25 mills, or 25 cents per $1,000 of assessed value. The 
state tax is collected locally with local property taxes and is remitted to the 
state. 
25. Public education - an education program supported by taxation and free to all 
prior to college or post secondary level. 
26. Quality Basic Education Act (QBE) - the legislation passed in 1985 that serves 
as the current legal foundation for public school improvements in Georgia. 
QBE provided a comprehensive framework for all areas of public education 
and included standards and funding. 
27. Regressive tax - a tax that finds higher incomes paying lower percentages of 
the total taxable incomes for taxes than do lower incomes. 
28. Repair of an existing capital outlay facility - the physical act of performing 
tasks to an existing facility in order to repair a problem with the facility, install 
a new heating/cooling system due to the lack of operation of the prior system, 
or any project that cannot fall into the category of regular maintenance. 
29. Rural school district - a school district identified by the Economic Research 
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, as a rural county. These are 
identified as counties that do not contain any part of a city of 10.000 or more 
residents, not adjacent to a metro area, contains all or part of its own town of 
2,500 to 9,999 residents, totally rural, or does not contain any part of a town of 
2,500 or more residents. These counties are identified as a code 6, code 7, 
code 8, or code 9 in the Urban Influence Codes (97002), prepared in the Rural 
Economy Division, Economic Research Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. 
30. School district - is the local legal administrative unit of schools normally 
governed by a county or city board of education in Georgia that is established 
according to state law. School district and school system may be used 
interchangeably. There are presently 180 public school districts in Georgia. 
31. School district administrator - the certified employee at the local district with 
the responsibility of financial planning and management for the district. The 
employee has authority to implement and act upon financial decisions for the 
district. This person is a designee of the Superintendent or the Superintendent 
his/her self. 
32. School district size - the identification and ranking of a school district in 
Georgia according to the 2001-2002 Georgia Public Education Report Card 
Total Enrollment, Systems Ranked by K-12 Total Enrollment. 
33. School district wealth - the identification and ranking of a school district in 
Georgia according to the 2001-2002 Georgia Public Education Report Card 
Fiscal Data. Systems Ranked by Total Revenues. 
34. Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) - a one percent sales tax 
referendum in the state of Georgia that can only be approved by local voters 
under O.C.G.A. 48-8-110 through 48-8-142, Georgia Constitution Article 
VIII, Section VI, Paragraph IV. SPLOST funds are to be used for capital 
outlay projects for educational purposes and for the retirement of general 
obligation bonds. 
35. Superintendent - the individual in the field of education who holds the top- 
level administrative position in a school district. 
36. Tax base - the total resources available for taxation. 
37. Taxes - Charges levied by a governmental authority for the purpose of 
financing services performed for the common benefit of all citizens. 
38. Total local district revenue - the amount of money received in the local district 
that includes sources of fund accounting from 1000 (local revenue), 3000 
(state revenue), and 4000 (federal revenue). This amount is provided by the 
Georgia Department of Education. 
39. Urban school district - a school district identified by the Economic Research 
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, as a non-metropolitan urban 
county. These are identified as being adjacent to a large or small metro area 
and may or may not contain any part of a city of 10,000 or more residents. 
These counties are identified as a code 3, code 4, or code 5 in the Urban 
Influence Codes (97002), prepared in the Rural Economy Division, Economic 
Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture. 
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Summary 
Residents of the state of Georgia made a decision in November 1996 to 
change the state constitution. This change occurred in the form of a constitutional 
amendment and gave power to local boards of educations across the state. Once 
again, like in the colonial days, the local school district governing body has been 
given the power to initiate a tax referendum. This power could be manifested in the 
form of a Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax referendum. School districts could 
initiate the call for a voter referendum and allow the local citizens to make the final 
decisions through the election process. As of October 1, 2004, 154 of Georgia's 
counties selected this option and gained approval from the voters. This approval and 
implementation has been completed without any research based knowledge in 
reference to a sales tax referendum in Georgia. 
Previous findings in the area of school financing for capital improvement and 
capital outlay projects are based on research conducted in the fields of property 
taxation and general obligation bonds. Virtually no studies had been conducted to 
determine if the area of a SPLOST referendum could improve the availability of funds 
for school facilities. No research-based information was available to justify the use of 
a SPLOST referendum for school districts in the state of Georgia. In order to 
determine what impacts the SPLOST referendum had on the financing of school 
buildings in the state of Georgia, data needed to be gathered on the expenditure usage 
in regard to the SPLOST referendum. 
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A study of this type has provided valuable information to the State of Georgia 
and its local boards of education. Each school district in the State of Georgia has the 
option to call for a SPLOST referendum. The lack of research on this topic has 
created a major disadvantage for the school districts in Georgia when selecting a 
method to finance capital outlay projects and capital improvement projects. 
This study has contributed to the knowledge base of educational finance and 
capital project funding. The information in this study can be of value to the 
professors of educational administration as they plan programs of study for future 
educational leaders. The knowledge gained in this study can provide valuable 
teaching information for education finance. In addition, this study can be a resource 
for historians in the area of educational finance. 
A mixed-method of data collection and analysis was employed. The 57 school 
districts in Georgia with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 
constituted the population for this study along with interviews from four 
superintendents of these school districts. In addition, interviews with four 
superintendents from school districts that had never initiated a SPLOST referendum 
were included. Quantitative data were collected through financial revenue and 
expenditure reports from the Georgia Department of Education, reports from the 
Facilities Services Department of the Georgia Department of Education and audit 
reports from the State of Georgia Department of Audits and Accounts. Data were 
analyzed using the Microsoft Excel computer program. Semi-structured in-depth 
interviews with eight superintendents served as the method of collection for 
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qualitative data. Qualitative data were analyzed to develop themes, patterns, language 
and ideas. 
21 
CHAPTER II 
Review of Research and Related Literature 
Introduction 
In recent years the problem of financing public schools has received much 
attention due to the diverse economic, social and legal concerns surrounding 
financing. Economic concerns were centered on the need for an educated population 
in order to compete successfully in the international marketplace. Social concerns 
centered on the changing demographics of our nation and the way public education 
responded. Legal concerns centered on the focus of equity in the current school 
finance system. Equity was considered in relation to the taxpayers and adequate 
funding to meet the educational needs of all students (Jordan & Lyons, 1992). 
Difficulties in obtaining revenue and balancing budgets were most likely to continue. 
Rising spending for health and correctional programs, federal mandates, rising school 
enrollments and out of date tax structures caused states to seek tax increases. For 
education to meet the challenges of the 21st century, the present tax system required a 
strong support system (National Education Association, 1994). 
The United States Congress adopted legislation in 1994 stating that all 
students can learn and achieve to high standards. They added that students in the 
United States must realize their potential if the United States was to continue to 
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prosper. This legislation was part of the Educate America Act, P.L. 103-227, Goals 
for 2000. A key component toward achievement of this legislation was funding. 
History of Educational Finance 
Federal 
The establishment of formal schooling began in the time known as the 
Colonial Period, from 1607 through 1783. Early during this time the type of schooling 
known was the preaching of the Bible in order to defeat "'old deluder Satan/' As a 
result of this educational philosophy, religious groups were the source of funding for 
the early formal school setting. The variance in colonies and religious beliefs allowed 
for differences in how schools were managed across the new frontier (Webb, 
McCarthy & Thomas, 1988). 
In establishing the new nation. The Constitution of the United States of 
America did not mention the concept of education. This was not an oversight. The 
authors of the Constitution viewed the possibility of a nationally controlled school 
system with great fear and acted upon that fear with the exclusion of education from 
the constitution. The colonists' main purpose in coming to America was to gain 
freedom. Educational freedoms were included in the colonists" goal and 
governmental involvement in education was not expected (Brimley & Garfield, 
1988). 
Instead, the Tenth Amendment of the Constitution was known as the reserve 
clause. Any power not designated to the Federal Government by the Constitution was 
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reserved as a right of power to the states (Earthman, 1992). As a result of this clause, 
the Federal Government had limited involvement in education and provided funds 
only in specific cases. The first federal involvement was the Northwest Ordinance of 
1787 (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). The Continental Congress desired to stimulate 
migration and growth to the West; the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 was the law 
designed to encourage this migration. This ordinance provided that the 16th section 
of government land in every township be designated for the purpose of local 
education. This was the Federal Government's way of providing an available land 
site for the construction of a schoolhouse. This land was provided as each territory 
was admitted to the Union as a state. The land grant became effective in 1802 as 
Ohio was admitted to the Union (Burrup, Bnmley & Garfield. 1988). It was a very 
important piece of legislation due to the implications of the ordinance toward the 
responsibility of education to the individual states. According to Alexander & 
Salmon (1995), the act included the following statement: "Religion, morality, and 
knowledge being necessary to good government, and the happiness of mankind, 
schools, and the means of education shall forever be encouraged." (p.280). These 
words represented the educational philosophy of the Colonial Period and provided a 
basic understanding of the reasoning for the exclusion of education from the Federal 
Constitution (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1988). The Northwest Ordinance is still in 
effect today with the addition of land section 36 for use by public schools. The 
admission of Hawaii into the Union in 1959 was the most recent application of this 
ordinance. The federal land grant policy has been counted as one of the most 
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motivating forces for the establishment of public schools in the United States 
(Alexander & Salmon, 1995). 
Another major influence on education at the national level was the Cardinal 
Principles report released in 1918 by the Commission on the Reorganization of 
Secondary' Education. This report endorsed the idea of a comprehensive high school 
where programs were more flexible in order to accommodate the changing interests of 
students. The report stated a support of the traditional subjects but in a restructured 
manner so that they were more practical and useful for the student (Wraga. 1999). It 
was at that time that the federal government began to intervene and influence certain 
areas of education. This affect was exhibited by the federal provision of funds. The 
federal government supplied funds if schools would adopt specified federal 
initiatives. This was the beginning of a long inventory of federally mandated issues 
and control through the use of federal funds. Compliance with each mandate ensured 
funds for school districts. As the years progressed, federal regulations began to 
include federal funding. When a school district complied with the federal mandate, 
the federal funds were channeled to the school district (West, 1995). 
A further step toward federal intervention and influence began in 1941 when 
the Federal Government provided funds to local school systems in geographic areas 
where defense and war activities created unusual hardships for local governments. 
This occurred under the Impact Aid Program of the Landrum Act of 1941 (Alexander 
& Salmon, 1995). The Impact Aid Program was designed to assist local communities 
in the purchase of construction sites, construction of buildings, payment for fees 
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related to construction and equipment for the schools (Earthman, 1992). The program 
served to assure military parents that their children would not receive an inadequate 
education due to the fiscal inability of the local school system adjoining federal bases 
(Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1988). In 1950, Public Law 815 and 874 replaced the 
Landrum Act. These laws continued the basic types of benefits with the exception of 
funds for construction purposes (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). 
In the 1950*3 the federal govemInents, involvement in education was more 
prominent and centered on the rights of individuals. Special populations, special 
programs, and judicial rulings were significant issues that resulted in federal 
initiatives. The desegregation decision in 1954, Brown v. Board of Education of 
Topeka, was an example of the interest in special populations. The issue of 
educational inequities among educational agencies was widespread. The public 
became more aware of possible inequities and directed attention to the need for 
federal governmental assistance toward populations such as women, minorities, the 
culturally disadvantaged, the handicapped, and those deficient in the English language 
(Webb, McCarthy & Thomas, 1988). 
The launch of the Russian spacecraft Sputnik in 1957 prompted Congress to 
enact the National Defense Education Act of 1958 or Public Law 85-864 (Alexander 
& Salmon, 1995). This act was the first sizeable federal attempt to financially support 
education. Educational leaders were receiving more federal funds in order to provide 
a more challenging and demanding educational experience (Guthrie, Garms & Pierce, 
1988). The National Defense Education Act authorized federal government spending 
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on facilities and equipment for the teaching of science, mathematics and foreign 
language skills along with federally funded fellowships to those interested in teaching 
within the specified disciplines (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). The purpose of this act 
was to both strengthen the national defense by providing funds to public schools in 
the teaching of the stated specific areas and to increase the supply of competent 
teachers in these areas (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1988). 
In 1963, the Federal government passed the Regional Vocational High School 
Act or Public Law 88-210, which provided federal funds for the planning and 
construction of regional vocational schools throughout the United States (Earthman. 
1992). The major purpose of this act was to provide occupational training to students 
in an employable field that did not require a college degree (Alexander & Salmon, 
1995). 
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 or Public Law 89-10 
was considered to have had the most impact on the financing of public schools 
(Alexander & Salmon, 1995). This act was a major component of President 
Johnson's war on poverty in 1964. Federal funding for educational purposes doubled 
between 1965 and 1966 with the passage of this act (Webb, McCarthy & Thomas, 
1988). It included five titles designed by Congress to strengthen public education in 
the weakest areas. Title I was designed to aid in the development of education 
programs for students from families with limited incomes (Alexander & Salmon, 
1995). This title provided federal funds to remedial education programs and promoted 
assistance to districts with large percentages of impoverished children (Smith, 1998). 
Title II provided funds for libraries, textbooks, and audio-visual materials to public 
education facilities. Title III provided for education centers that offered services 
beyond the regular school opportunities. Title IV provided for educational research 
opportunities and training facilities. Title V provided funding to strengthen state 
departments of education (Alexander & Salmon. 1995). The Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 continued to be reauthorized by congress and is still 
the major source of federal monies in school systems (American Education Finance 
Association, 2001). 
The passage of the 1975 Education of the Disabled Act or Public Law 94-142 
can be noted as the second most important federal initiative. The purpose of this act 
was to assist states and local educational organizations in meeting the needs of 
disabled students (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). The funding provisions granted for 
this law have provided only a small amount of the funds needed and have never 
reached the 40% mark as authorized in the act (Webb, McCarthy & Thomas, 1988). 
Critics of public education continued to assess the configuration of the United 
States educational equity and student progress (Hertert & Busch, 1994). These critics 
have been faced with the interpretation of the Tenth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution as being one that gave the primary responsibility for the provision and 
governance of education to the state governments (Verstegen, 2002). As these critics 
published information concerning public education, the federal government began to 
probe into the burden of federal financing of public education. As recently as the 
summer of 1993, the United States Senate held debates on the role of the federal 
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government in the financing of education (Hertert & Busch, 1994). The Educational 
Infrastructure Act of 1994 allotted $100 million for the area of school facilities. This 
was eliminated in 1995 in the legislators' balanced budget efforts. In 2000-2001 the 
federal support for education had reached 6.9% or $27 billion of the total finances for 
America's public elementary and secondary schools (Verstegen. 2002). 
State 
Since the Federal government's role and provision of education was limited by 
the Constitution, education had been placed under the authority of the individual 
states. The Tenth Amendment addressed the fact that powers not stated in the 
Constitution were to be delegated as a responsibility of the states or the people 
(Burrup. Brimley & Garfield, 1988). Each state had a constitutional provision to 
recognize education as a part of a republican form of government (Alexander. 1992). 
State constitutional provisions were viewed as an acceptance of the states' role and 
responsibility for education (Burrup. Brimley & Garfield. 1988). 
Before the creation of states, local townships and churches were the 
institutions that supported schools. The first accounts of funding for schools came 
from the need to groom aristocrats (West, 1995). As the population grew, the number 
of children requiring an education increased. Several states began various strategies 
to generate funds for public schools. The use of liquor license fees, state lotteries, and 
bank taxes were some of the methods used as early as 1774. During the period of 
1812 through 1846 in the states of New York, Delaware, and New Jersey, any town 
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willing to levy a local tax for public education would receive a state match in funds 
(Webb, McCarthy & Thomas, 1988). 
In the early 1900s, states increased the assistance to the local townships in the 
funding ot education. Twelve states had made financial provisions for assisting local 
communities in construction of school facility projects (Howell, Miller, & Krantzler. 
1997). State educational funding began with a state taxation of residents for the 
purpose of financing education. As time progressed and economic stability changed, 
other concerns like highways, prisons, police units, and fire protection slowly 
withdrew wealth from the available tax funds and created a competition for public 
education funds (West, 1995). The original funds provided by state and local 
government slowly began to shift to other programs (Verstegen. 1994). As people 
would search for a residence, they would locate in an area that utilized the tax dollars 
to their preference. Those who preferred the use of tax dollars on police, recreation, 
or schooling would select communities that placed a larger percentage of tax 
expenditures on these items. This method for selecting a residence has been 
considered to be the cornerstone of local public economics (Tiebout, 1956). 
Most of the revenue growth generated during the decade of the 1980s was 
generated by state sources (Verstegen, 1993). In 1983 and 1984, the percent of state 
revenue received by local systems for education increased to 48.3%, an increase from 
42.6% ten years before (Jordan, 1985). In the year 2000-2001, state revenue provided 
50.7% of the total finances for public education. An increase in public school 
enrollment and a decrease in federal funding have created a dilemma for the public 
school districts. The close of the ^SO's was marked with each individual state 
assuming the major responsibility for the financing of education (Verstegen, 2002). 
The use of state funds for capital facilities were often overlooked in state 
finance systems. The prevalence of capital funding traditionally had been from local 
resources (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). Presently, 40 states have made some type of 
provision of funds toward capital improvement and at least 13 states have a detailed, 
comprehensive plan. The State of Georgia is one of these states. A comprehensive 
program involved the state providing ongoing funding for capital outlay, conducting 
assistance in technical areas and compliance review activities, and having at least one 
or more full-time employees specializing in the area of facilities (Hovvell. Miller. 8c 
Krantzler, 1997). 
Local 
In the founding years ot this country, local townships and churches assumed 
the responsibility for the creation and funding of education. Members of the township 
constructed schools and very little thought was given to the idea of financing the 
school building and educational programs. A set fiscal allocation was not always 
utilized; however the volunteering of supplies, the boarding of the school teacher, 
plus providing compensation and credit for the school teacher, was ways the local 
community contributed to the educational institution. These considerations allowed 
the people of the community to establish a process of public education for both 
aristocrats and common citizens. It was the norm for each community to provide for 
this precious investment by placing a high priority on the education of its children. 
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People respected and valued the educational process and were willing to provide what 
was deemed necessary for the success of the school (West, 1995). 
As the population grew and moved West, national policies developed to 
encourage communities to set aside tax funds for public schools. Communities were 
promised local control over their school (Lewis, 2001). At the beginning of the 20th 
century in America, most of the funding for the public schools came from local 
property taxes (Webb, 2001). This was reflective of the belief that the responsibility 
of the local government was the provision of public schools (Alkin, 1992). 
History of Funding for Capital Projects 
Total expenditures for education that were strictly devoted to capital projects 
have taken a decline since 1960. At the time World War II baby boomers staned 
school there was a large number of school building projects undertaken in order to 
provide educational facilities for these students. Since that time, citizens and policy 
makers have not seen the need for new capital outlay projects. The use of the 
traditional methods to generate operating revenue has been sufficient (Rossmiller, 
2001). Most recently a report by the General Accounting Office has estimated that 
the funds needed to repair, renovate and modernize school facilities to a condition that 
is considered good has reached $112 billion. This figure did not include the funds 
necessary for new construction. The study also stated that 14 million students are 
being educated in building considered as unsatisfactory. These buildings have leaky 
roofs, plumbing problems, lack adequate space and need asbestos removal 
(Honeyman, 1998). 
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Traditional Methods 
Methods for financing public schools vary among states. Two basic legal 
principles served as a guide to the financing ot public school in the United States. 
First, since there is no mention of education in the U. S. Constitution, the financing of 
public education was a state responsibility. Secondly, states have a responsibility to 
serve all children equally regardless of the wealth of the district. In order to address 
the educational needs ot all students and school districts, states hav e devised complex 
finance formulas (Jordan & Lyons, 1992). 
Property Tax 
The financing of construction, renovation, and maintenance of school facilities 
has traditionally been the responsibility of the local district. The use of a property tax 
has been relied upon heavily for a majority of the funds needed. Historically, 
collected property taxes have been the foundation of financing for school construction 
in the United States (Mikesell, 1984). Property taxes were the first kind of school 
taxes and they continue to provide the majority of local tax revenue for schools. It is 
the major source of revenue for local school districts and alone accounts for close to 
60% of the financial bases of local districts (Ambrosie, 1983). 
The property tax has several favorable attributes. It is operated as a direct tax 
that everyone can understand, the county government easily collects it, it is controlled 
by local boards of education and avoidance of payment is mostly impossible. In 
addition, it is a highly visible tax as it provided a direct link between local 
government services (public schools) and cost of these services plus it produced 
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adequate revenue for the majority of school districts (Burrup, Bnmley & Garfield, 
1996). In 1957, school districts generated S4.4 million from property taxes and this 
represented 98.6% of local tax revenue. By fiscal year 1981, $31 million was 
generated by property taxes (Mikesell, 1984). 
Critics of the property tax contend that the use of the property tax resulted in a 
vertical inequity situation. The vertical inequity theory stated that families with low 
income pay a higher effective tax rate than families with a higher income (Mikesell. 
1984). This is due to the higher income families typically placing surplus earnings 
into intangible assets that are not included in the taxation process. This has 
contributed to the regressivity of the property tax. The property tax was considered a 
regressive tax on the grounds that landlords and businesses were able to transfer the 
majority of the tax burden from their real estate to the renters and consumers in the 
form of higher cost (Ladd & Hansen, 1999). A few states were reducing this 
inequality by the use of tax credit plans. These provided property tax relief to low- 
income families, particularly to the elderly (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1996). The 
exemption of real estate for particular purposes offered families with a higher income, 
the opportunity to pay less property tax (Mikesell, 1984). Another criticism regarding 
the property tax was its suitability as a generator of revenue for education. Since the 
focus of the property tax was on the value of real property holdings, it was based on a 
partial measure of the taxpayers' ability to pay. Two taxpayers may have the same 
monetary ability to pay taxes, but could pay a different amount due to the degree that 
their fiscal wherewithal takes on the form of real property (Monk & Theobald, 2001). 
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In large suburban housing areas, households gained access to the education services 
of a particular district in return for paying the local property tax of the area. People 
had the tendency to group themselves with others whom place similar value on the 
education process; therefore, the property tax represented a price that consumers were 
willing to pay for an education rather than a compulsory tax (Hoxby. 1996). The 
administration of the property tax was a difficult task and based on estimation. The 
value of the property was estimated for tax purposes, thus human error was part of the 
process (Mikesell, 1984). An additional shortcoming of the property tax was the 
possibility that an elderly taxpayer might have a limited fixed income and find 
him/herself paying large property taxes due to his continuous ownership of valuable 
homes that may have been purchased in the past (Monk & Theobald. 2001). 
The rate of property taxation must grow with the growth of the economy. A 
property tax as a sole method to finance capital improvement projects may result in 
substantially different projects solely because of a district's affluence or lack thereof. 
A higher tax rate was needed in an impoverished district more than in a wealthy 
community in order to generate the same revenue per pupil (Mikesell, 1984). In the 
winter of 1997, the Supreme Court of Vermont handed down the following decision 
in the case of" Amanda Brigham v. State of Vermont. 
In this appeal, we decide that the current system for funding public 
education in Vermont, with its substantial dependence on local property taxes 
and resultant wide disparities in revenues available to local school districts, 
deprives children of an equal educational opportunity in violation of the 
Vermont Constitution (Baker, 2001, p.445). 
35 
As with numerous other recent cases, the idea of funding public education 
with the majority of revenue obtained from property taxes has been scrutinized. In 
these cases the educational opportunity for pupils was valued more than taxpayer 
equity (Baker, 2001). 
General Obligation Bonds 
General Obligation bonds were another method frequently used to support 
local school districts. A tax-free municipal bond or general obligation bond was a 
contract for a loan issued by a city, county or state government agency. School bonds 
issued for the construction of public school facilities were considered to be tax-free 
municipal bonds. These bonds were legal paper, issued by the school district as proof 
of the debt with a predetermined rate of interest for a set period of time. The earnings 
from this type of bond were exempt from federal income taxes while the capital gains 
from the bond earnings were not exempt (Flanigan, Richardson & Stollar, 1995). 
The concept of local general obligation bonds has been part of the traditional 
capital improvement funding formula in education (Howell, Miller, & Krantzler, 
1997). The idea to use the general obligation bond concept first developed at the turn 
of the century in order to bypass debt limitations implied in state constitutions. A 
need was present for more public elementary and secondary schools and as a result 
the bonding corporations of the United States provided a way for school systems to 
obtain the needed funds and solve a fiscal problem along with a physical facility 
problem. The first phase of bonding companies developed in several states around 
1920. The next faction originated in 1947 with the establishment of a State of 
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Pennsylvania Bonding Authority. In 1962, the first special purpose-bonding bank 
began in Virginia. Twenty-three different states have experimented or utilized the 
concept of bond sales and bond corporations (Camp & Salmon, 1985 ). 
The use of the general obligation bond by a school district ensured the bond 
purchaser that the district would use unlimited taxing power to repay the debt. The 
borrower must use every available method to make payments when due and return the 
cost ot the full bond. This included funds generated from future property taxes. The 
general obligation bond was viewed by investors as the most secure of municipal 
bonds (Flanigan, Richardson & Stollar. 1995). 
The reliance on local bonds was not a plausible method for all school districts. 
Those who experience low property tax wealth cannot generate the funds needed for 
repayment of such bonds (Mikesell, 1984). The use of a bond sale has been 
significantly limited in the area of equity. The taxpayers who approve the bond 
referendum may not be the same taxpayers that continuously pay for the long-term 
debt. The opportunity for mobility in the United States had created an economic 
theory of intergeneration. The intergeneration theory stated that future generations 
would have to share in the responsibilities of present economic decisions. The 
decision to sell general obligation bonds and disperse the cost of the capital 
improvement project out for possibly 30 years, left the future generation of taxpayers 
holding the burden of payment (Sullivan & Honeyman, 1999). 
In most states, a voter referendum was the only way a school district could 
utilize the general obligation bond method to finance a facility. On the national scale. 
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recent bond referendums generated an average amount of $7 million with 54% of this 
spent toward new construction, 38% on repairs of present facilities, 5% on computer 
equipment, and 3% on federal mandate of facilities (Howell. Miller, & Krantzler, 
1997). Sielke (2001) reported that 39 of the 50 states rely on voter approved bond 
issues to fund the majority of capital projects. Eleven of these 39 states reported no 
state funding and relied on voter approved general obligation bonds as their primary 
funding source. 
Personal Income Tax 
The use of a personal income tax as the source of funding for public education 
was another financing method. According to the National Research Council (1999), 
41 states were using the personal income tax to assist in the funding for public 
education. It was considered a progressive tax and one of the fairest of all taxes 
(Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1996). This method applied directly to the household 
and could be adjusted for special circumstances of the family and the number of 
dependents (Ladd & Hansen, 1999). The use of the personal income tax was in 
addition to local property taxes collected in local school districts. In fiscal year 1990, 
the federal government obtained 73.84% of its revenue from the personal income tax; 
the state government obtained 31.98% of its revenue from the personal income tax. 
while the local government collected 5.66% of its revenue from the personal income 
tax. The federal government collected 81.30% of all personal income taxes, while 
the state government collected 16.72% and the local government collected 1.98% 
(Alexander & Salmon, 1995). In Georgia, the 1996 personal income tax contributed 
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32.8% of the total general revenue of the state (Ladd & Hansen, 1999). Of the tax 
withheld from personal income, the personal income tax has experienced the largest 
growth. States depend on the personal income tax to help fund many areas of 
education (Thompson & Wood, 2001). The National Education Association 
Committee on Educational Finance said the following about the personal income tax: 
A personal income tax is the essential added ingredient to erase the regressive 
effects of property and sales taxes. Moreover, the income tax is far more 
sensitive to economic growth than are property or sales taxes and therefore can 
help solve the state-local fiscal crisis. Once the initial political hurdle of 
enacting an income tax is overcome...future rate increases can be few and far 
between-economic growth takes over. (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield, 1996. 
p.l 15) 
Advantages of this financing method for local school districts included the 
ability to utilize the state as the collector and distributor of the taxes. The state was a 
more efficient collector and could distribute the funds equitable to each district. This 
method also encouraged property owners, non-property owners, families with children 
in school, and families without children in school to view education as a community 
service. Local school districts and states experienced a constant toil to locate new 
types of methods to obtain revenue. The use of the personal income tax for partial 
funding of education would diminish this concern (Ambrosie, 1983). According to 
Beck, 1979, the relation of income to fiscal capacity was a clear choice for taxation. 
He stated that all taxes are paid out of income, therefore; the use of the personal 
income tax was an indicator of the tax burden on the local school district (Burrup, 
Brimley & Garfield, 1988) 
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Disadvantages of the personal income tax included an unstable ability to 
generate revenue. Since revenue from the personal income tax fluctuated with the 
economy, tax receipts were not always stable. This created a problem for the state 
governments which are required to utilize a budget for educational spending. Another 
disadvantage dealt with the personal income tax and how it was levied. The personal 
income tax was levied on persons while other taxes were based on real things. This 
allowed for personal exemptions to be numerous and higher in allowance (Webb, 
McCarthy & Thomas, 1988). In addition, personal income taxes did not reflect the 
capacity of the state to generate revenue. Since personal and real property was not 
considered in the taxation process, the potential fiscal capacity of the state was not 
maximized (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). 
Full State Funding Formula 
Another traditional method for the funding of capital improvement and outlay 
projects was the provision of a full state funding formula. Unlike the personal income 
tax method, the full state funding formula does not allow the collection of property 
taxes by local school districts. Localities are not allowed to supplement state funds 
with local revenue (Verstegen, 2002). Henry Morrison was credited with the concept 
of full state funding when in 1940 he proposed that all school funds be collected and 
distributed from the state level. He maintained that as long as education was viewed 
as a local function, the rich districts would acquire more resources than the poorer 
urban slums and underprivileged rural areas. The use of a full state funding formula 
allowed the state government to assume all responsibility for the raising of revenue to 
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support the public education system. Local school districts could not supplement the 
state funds with local revenue (Alexander & Salmon. 1995). 
Advantages of the full state funding model included fairness to both pupils 
and taxpayers. The state was the largest educational unit as identified in the federal 
constitution. Therefore it seemed plausible to correlate state mandates with state costs 
(Ambrosie, 1983). A full state-funding model allowed all school districts equal aid. It 
had the required mechanical elements to be distributionally fair to all school districts 
throughout the state (Thompson & Wood, 2001). No local property taxes were 
collected with the full state funding method, thus eliminating all local differences in 
spending and taxing (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). This form of funding met the 
requirements of many court decisions that dealt with the education of a student and 
the wealth of a parent. The courts viewed the education of a student as being 
independent of the wealth of the parents in the school district. In addition, the full 
state funding formula reduced the opportunity for interdistrict competition for state 
funds, which could lead to inequality of schools in the same district (Burrup, Brimley 
& Garfield. 1996). 
Disadvantages included the loss of local fiscal control, especially for wealthy 
districts. Also, it did not always consider local fiscal characteristics of a district. 
Some school districts may have had the monetary means to provide for additional 
programs they consider valuable yet the state did not consider this with the full state 
funding method (Verstegen, 2002). This method could be very limiting for the local 
district in the area of local control. When the state supplied all funds and resources 
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for the education district, very little was left for the local district to handle (Verstegen. 
1990). The term local control of education became meaningless under a full state 
funding formula since local control also meant that there was a significant local 
financial contribution (Rossmiller, 2001). This type of funding created a district that 
was dependent upon the state for financial assistance and which had little local 
control over the use of these funds (Mikesell, 1984). A full state funding formula 
would also require a large amount of additional state revenue in the majority of states. 
For example, this type of funding formula was utilized in California from 1978 to 
1998. During that time the overall level of funding per pupil decreased due to the lack 
of adequate additional state revenue. A freeze on property values and capped local 
school tax rates contributed to the decrease of per pupil funding in California 
(Rossmiller, 2001). 
The State of Hawaii was fully funded by the full-state funding model 
(Mikesell, 1984). It had a single, unified state school system under the fiscal control 
of the legislature and governor. Revenue to support the public schools in Hawaii was 
generated from the state general fund. This fund was supported by personal income, 
sales, and excise taxes levied by the state. Due to successful funding policies of New- 
Mexico and Washington, they are considered at times to be fully state funded. North 
Carolina provided a very high percentage of revenue from state sources and 
occasionally was classified as fully state funded (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). High 
levels of state aid in combination with extremely small local tax contribution caused 
these three states to sometimes be considered fully state funded. The District of 
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Columbia was considered a state utilizing the full-state funding model. This state's 
dependence on Congress for funding was unusual and titled it fully state funded 
(Thompson & Wood, 2001). Quite the opposite, Michigan offered no state aid to its 
school communities. In 1990, 19 states offered no assistance to the school 
community for capital outlay projects. By 1995, the number had decreased to 14 
states. The remaining 36 states did receive some type of financial assistance from a 
state funding formula. This funding varied from full support of capital outlay projects 
to grant opportunities for the funding (Sielke, 1998). 
Hybrid Funding Mechanisms 
Foundation Program 
Duncombe and Yinger (1998) stated that the simplest form of state assistance 
was the foundation program. It provided the difference between the state set standard 
for minimum per pupil spending and the amount of funds a district could raise at a tax 
rate identified as fair. In 1923, Strayer and Haig developed the first model for the 
foundation program. It was based upon (1) a school tax to provide a minimum 
education offering at the local level, (2) the wealthiest district could raise all of its 
monetary needs through a school tax, and (3) the tax would be sufficient to meet the 
expenses of the richest districts, and deficiencies would be made up by the state. It 
was designed to ensure educational adequacy. Educational adequacy was defined as 
all students in public school districts being provided the opportunity for a minimum 
level of education (Cruse, 2001). Continued growth of cities in America led the 
residents of local school districts to notice the difference in the schools based on the 
43 
opportunity of the wealthy districts to provide more tax funds for education. This 
unequal distribution was the cornerstone for the foundation program (Webb, 2001). 
Advantages of the foundation program or foundation formula included the 
assumption that a minimal, basic education was supported by the funds provided by 
the state. It attempted to equalize school districts by wealth and allowed the poorer 
districts to receive more state funds (Verstegen, 2002). The foundation program did 
not allow a school district to fall below the minimum guaranteed amount of funding 
(Alexander & Salmon, 1995). Another advantage was individual school districts were 
allowed to exceed the minimum spending and taxing levels established by the state 
(Verstegen, 2002). This encouraged local control and experimentation with 
innovative concepts for capital outlay and educational methods. This type of funding 
allowed school districts to become lighthouse districts and leaders in educational 
reform methods (Alexander & Salmon. 1995). 
A major disadvantage of the foundation plan was the opportunity it provided 
to create large disparities in school expenditures due to the ability of wealthy districts 
to raise larger amounts of revenue (Verstegen, 2002). The adequate education 
standards were determined by political bargaining based on the amount of state 
revenue available (National Research Council, 1999). The use of the foundation 
program as a stand-alone system for the distribution of aid from states to local school 
districts has not been successful. Fiscal equity with a foundation program has been 
difficult to achieve and maintain (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). In 1994, 22 states 
utilized the foundation program and required some type of local effort from the school 
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district. At the same time, 18 states utilized a foundation program that required no 
local effort (National Research Council, 1999). At the present time within this nation, 
approximately 40 states finance schools through the use of some form of a foundation 
program (Verstegen. 2002). 
District Power Equalizer 
Another type of state funding formula was the use of a fund equalizer or 
district power equalizer. The majority of states utilized some form of this method but 
only a handful used this as the sole method for financing (Verstegen. 2002). Bv 
1998-1999, 21 states used this method to fund capital projects. However, six of these 
states. Kansas. Maine. Minnesota, Montana, New Mexico, and Rhone Island utilized 
the fund equalizer for debt service only (Sielke, 2001). The fund equalizer was 
designed to guarantee that each and every student in the state had the opportunity to 
obtain an equal basic education (Verstegen, 1990). This method originated in 1922 
with Harlan Updegraf and was popularized by John E. Coons. William H. Clune and 
Stephen D. Sugarman in 1970 (Verstegen, 2000). The philosophy of this method was 
that the ability to raise money from local taxes should be equalized within a state but 
the local school district holds the power to decide how much money to generate. The 
method provided the opportunity for an equal yield from an equal effort, thus a given 
tax rate produced the same amount of revenue for education regardless of the local 
wealth or the local school district's geographic location (Webb, McCarthy & Thomas, 
1988). 
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The primary advantage of this model was that all school districts received 
funds and were in a better position to provide for capital projects (Webb. McCarthy & 
Thomas, 1988). Another advantage to this model was the ability to utilize "'negative 
aid" when the state recaptured funds from wealthy districts and distributed these to 
the poorer districts (Verstegen, 2000). 
One major problem with this method was the definition of a basic education 
and the actual cost of this educational calculation (Verstegen, 1990). Reschovsky 
(1994) stated that the most productive equalization formula would be one that used a 
cost-adjusted foundation formula and the spending level was adjusted by a cost index. 
The cost index was reflective of the costs of providing educational services that are 
beyond the control of the local school district. With this method each district is 
required to tax at a minimum tax rate. In addition to these negative aspects, this type 
of model required a significant amount of state funding in order to be effective in 
providing for the building needs and helping to equalize tax abilities (Webb, 
McCarthy & Thomas, 1988) 
Flat Grant 
A flat grant was another type of funding method utilized by some states. This 
method was based upon the belief that state aid should be distributed without regard 
to the amount of money raised by local school districts. Each district received an 
equal amount of money based on per pupil status or standards such as personnel 
status. The state was viewed as having the responsibility to fund education at a basic 
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minimal level and the local districts were to supplement this amount as desired 
(Verstegen. 2002). 
One advantage of this method was the opportunity to use the flat grant method 
in combination with others models. When the flat grant model was used in 
combination with other grants, it became a procedure for providing some funding for 
all school districts. This combination approach had the means to satisfy all 
constituents. Also, with this model each school district in the state received the same 
amount of funding per pupil (Sielke, 2001). The administration of this method was 
simple and allowed a great amount of local control while assisting with the reduction 
in the dependence on the property tax (Webb, McCarthy & Thomas, 1988). The flat 
grant program did provide some type of equity through the distribution of statewide 
resources and allowed for a greater equity to the taxpayers (Alexander & Salmon, 
1995). The flat grant method provided adequate funds for what the individual state 
representatives assume was necessary for a minimal education (Verstegen, 2002). 
A major disadvantage to the flat grant method was the lack of equalization for 
the differences in local district wealth and the ability of the local district to 
supplement the basic education for students (Verstegen. 2002). Building needs, 
district wealth and tax efforts were not considered in the flat grant formula. Some 
districts might have been able to place urmeeded funds into reserve accounts while 
other poorer districts continued to be unable to meet facility needs (Webb, McCarthy 
& Thomas. 1988). The use of the flat grant exacerbated inequity since every district 
received the same amount of funding regardless of wealth (Sielke, 2001). The state of 
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Connecticut in the 1970s was the last state to utilize this method for full funding 
(Verstegen, 2002). However, during 1998-1999, the states of Indiana and South 
Carolina depended upon this method for the funding of capital projects (Sielke, 2001). 
Newer Capital Project Funding Method 
It has become increasingly difficult for public schools to provide the necessary 
funds for capital projects from the traditional forms of financing. The dependence 
upon local funds, mainly derived from property taxes, has led to an inequality in 
public school buildings across the nation. This had created a need for newer forms of 
capital project funding (Demers, 1989). The newer methods were sometimes referred 
to as non-traditional revenue methods. These methods had an established history that 
dates back to the mix of public and private school funding. These methods were new 
in the sense that public school districts were just beginning to rely upon them as a 
means of obtaining revenue (Pijanowski & Monk, 1996). Several of these options will 
be discussed below. 
Lease Purchase 
A lease purchase agreement was a type of non-traditional financing available 
in all states (Earthman, 1992). Public school districts were turning to this method of 
financing capital projects as opposed to the traditional bond finance method (Demers, 
(1989). 
The lease purchase agreement was sometimes considered a method of 
financing similar to bond sales. This non-traditional method was first introduced as a 
means of capital outlay financing in Duval County, Jacksonville, Florida (Hill, 1983). 
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This method allowed the school district the option to construct a new facility, 
purchase a site for a future building project, and conduct a renovation project. The 
tunds were generated through a major financial institution where certificates of 
participation were purchased or where private sources were utilized. The school 
agreed to pay for the investment over a period ot time, usually not to exceed 20 years. 
At the end of the lease-purchase agreement, the school district then owned the facility 
(Scardaville, 1988). 
New Jersey legislation enacted in 1982 authorized a public school district the 
opportunity to obtain a site and school building by a lease purchase agreement. 
Guidelines for a lease purchase agreement were established by the New Jersey 
Department of Education at the time of legislation. These guidelines included that any 
lease purchase agreement in excess of five years must be approved by the New Jersey 
Department of Education. Commissioner of Education and by the local board of 
education. The lease purchase agreement was required to give the local board of 
education the option of purchasing the lease property during the lease or upon the 
maturity of the lease purchase agreement. The legislation required that the leaser give 
the board of education credit for payments made toward the agreement at the time of 
purchase (Kahn, 1987). 
Positive attributes for a lease-purchase agreement included the tax-exempt 
feature. Under the Internal Revenue Code, the part of the lease purchase agreement 
representing interest could be identified as a tax-exempt income (Kahn, 1987). The 
interest rate for this type of agreement would tend to be lower than those of a general 
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obligation bond (Pierce, 1989). Research conducted by Shanker (1999) found that 
most lessors were interested in the lease purchase agreement due to the low tax rates 
and tax-exempt status. No voter approval or bond election was necessary to enter 
into this type of financing. No increase was needed in the local tax requirements of 
the school community (Pierce. 1989). The time frame needed to build a non- 
traditional financed school building was much faster than the length of time for the 
building of a traditional financed school building (Hill, 1983). The board of 
education in Hamilton Township, New Jersey utilized the lease purchase option after 
three different bond reterendums were not approved. The board members felt that 
their chief responsibility was to provide adequate educational facilities for students 
and the lease purchase agreement allowed them to move more quickly than in the past 
(Demers, 1989). Many of these lease purchase buildings were built in the downtown 
area and were designed to match the pattern of the other structures in the area (Hill, 
1983). When a lease purchase agreement was established, the school could proceed 
immediately and did not have to wait for specific time guidelines. A lease purchase 
agreement could include items other than capital outlay projects. Equipment could 
also fall into this type of funding option (Pierce. 1989). For the lease purchasing of 
the land the facility is placed upon, a different type of agreement was made. The land 
was leased concurrently for a specified sum. This was to insure that no other 
agreement could be made to sell the land where the school facility had been built 
(Pierce, 1989). 
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Disadvantages of the lease purchase agreement included the cost of the lease 
purchase as compared to the cost ot the initial purchase. The initial purchase price 
was usually lower than the cost of raising the funds at the required interest payments 
over the period of the lease agreement (Pijanowski & Monk, 1996). Another 
disadvantage was that public school districts experienced a constant change in student 
enrollment and the needs of these students. This created a situation where the public 
school district was not certain of the facility needs of the future. A public school 
district that entered into a lease purchase agreement ranging from five to ten years did 
not have the option to vacate the facility or withdraw from the agreement without 
specified penalties. Another disadvantage of the lease purchase agreement was the 
high rate of interest associated with the transaction. Since this type of agreement was 
not credit enhanced or rated, the interest rate tended to be slightly higher. Finally, the 
electorate's right to vote on a public school issue was neglected with a lease purchase 
agreement (Demers, 1989). 
Contractor Financing 
Contractor financing was another non-traditional method for the funding of 
capital improvement and capital outlay projects. This non-traditional method was 
first considered by the School District of Greenville County in Greenville, South 
Carolina in April of 1983 (Herron, 1983). The particular contractor who was awarded 
the bid under this agreement would usually be a financially well-established business 
with a good reputation (Chan, 1983). In many cases the developer constructed the 
school building and was able to do so at a much lower cost. The building would be 
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built to the specifications of the school district and then leased by the developer to the 
district (Earthman, 1992). 
Possible advantages of this non-traditional method included the ability of the 
school district to continue with projected facility projects even as funds dwindled to 
an all-time low. Possible disadvantages for this method included the sole dependence 
on the contractor for the completion of the project. As the contractor would have 
available funds from the school district, the project would proceed; however, when 
funds were not as attainable, the project would tend to halt. As problems arose with 
the specifications of the building, the school district was not in a position to negotiate 
as frequently as with other methods (Chan, 1983). In 2001, the Greenville County 
School Board developed a twist to the use of construction company financing and use 
of general obligation bonds by employing a private firm to build and remodel 72 
schools. The private firm was employed to handle all aspects of the building and 
remodeling project while the school board made payments to the firm. If the school 
district had undertaken the task alone it would have taken 24 years and $1.3 billion. 
With the plan from the private firm, they handled all the remodeling and building for 
a cost of $780 million and completed this in four years. The school board's only 
responsibility was to sell the bonds and begin payments to the construction company 
("Private Company," 2001). 
Grants 
Grant funding may serve as an additional method for the funding of capital 
outlay and improvement projects in the public school sector. Many educational 
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leaders have addressed this method with government agencies, private foundations 
and corporate giving programs. Scores of personnel in school districts have 
developed innovative strategies to solve some of the dilemmas today's public school 
districts face. The major problem with these ideas is lack of funding (Schnitzer & 
Nichols, 1998). 
Public grants were usually available for specific purposes and based on a once 
a year cycle. Private grants were more flexible and the time period varies. Private 
foundations were typically more willing to approve proposals that were extremely 
unique. Private donors were a popular provider of grant funding to schools along 
with partnerships. The partnership allowed business and corporate donors enhanced 
name recognition, tax advantages and the opportunity to contribute to the solutions of 
education in their community (Ramsey, 2001). 
History of Educational Funding in Georgia 
The beginning of education in the state of Georgia was documented as 
occurring in 1732 when James Leake presented one thousand spelling books to James 
Edward Oglethorpe. The State Constitution of 1777 included a clause stating: 
schools will be erected in each county and supported at the general 
expense of the state as the legislature will hereinafter point out and direct 
(Cruse, 2001, p. 97). 
The State Constitution of 1789 removed the education provision but the State 
Constitution of 1798 readdressed the concept of education. The 1798 constitution 
provided that arts and sciences should be taught and the General Assembly of Georgia 
should provide for the securing of funds for institutions that teach these studies. In 
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1817, appropriations were made by the legislature to aid education but it was limited 
to tuition payments for children whose parents could not afford to pay it on their own. 
Since that time various provisions occurred in Georgia due to amendments to the state 
constitution. Legislation of 1870 provided for the first organized school district. No 
provisions for funding accompanied the legislation until 1872 when a school 
commission was organized. This school commission was given the goal of 
establishing a method for financial funding from the state of Georgia for the purpose 
of education (Cruse, 2001). 
Legislation introduced in 1937, after much effort by educational groups such 
as the Georgia Teachers Association and the Georgia Education Association, provided 
for a State Board of Education, state support of all Georgia public schools for a time 
period of seven months of operation, state support for public education in Georgia, 
and higher qualification requirements for teachers along with improved salaries. This 
1937 legislation was the basic foundation for the Minimum Foundation Program 
approved in 1964 (Cruse, 2001). 
Minimum Foundation Program of Education 
The Minimum Foundation Program of Education was enacted in 1949 and 
financed through the passage of a sales tax in 1951. Governor Carl Sanders appointed 
a commission in 1963 to study the educational situation of Georgia. Following this 
study and report of the commission, a revision of the 1949 program was approved by 
the General Assembly of Georgia on January 24, 1964 (Joiner, 1979). The program. 
Act No. 523 (Senate Bill No. 180) repealed all other laws or parts of laws in conflict 
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with this act. It became effective with the fiscal school year commencing on July 1. 
1964. Act No. 523 established that the short title given to the act would be the 
Minimum Foundation Program. 
The basic concept of the Minimum Foundation Program was to provide the 
guidance for a basic education to be made available to all students in Georgia. The 
following points were given for the purpose of the Minimum Foundation Program 
(Georgia Department of Education, 1973). 
The General Assembly of Georgia, recognizing the importance and 
extreme necessity: of providing improved educational opportunity for all 
Georgians- children, youth, and adults; of establishing equality of educational 
opportunity for Georgia's children and youth regardless of where they may 
live or what their station in life may be; of establishing and maintaining 
minimum standards for public schools so that every Georgia child and youth 
can attend an accredited public school; of improving the quality of education 
through continued development and improvement of balanced programs 
designed to provide academic occupational preparation of Georgia's children 
and youth tor adult life in this age: of developing a public school program that 
will attract, hold and fully utilize competent professional personnel in the 
public school systems of this State; of establishing and maintaining adequate 
planning, research and experimentation programs so as to assure continued 
future improvement of public school education in Georgia; of providing for 
better efficiency in the operation of public schools, elimination of waste, and 
better utilization of existing school services and facilities; of the need to 
finance adequately the improvement of Georgia's public education program 
and facilities; of the need to assure Georgia's children and youth of receiving 
an improved minimum level of education; and of the need for providing a 
method whereby all Georgians shall pay their fair share of the cost of such 
program; and recognizing fully its responsibility to provide a means whereby 
the foregoing needs might more readily be met; does hereby establish a State 
Minimum Foundation Program for the education of Georgia's children and 
youth (Georgia Department of Education, 1973, p. 4). 
The amounts of funds provided by the state were determined by a set of 
guidelines identified by Georgia Code Annotated Section 32-610 and specifically 
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stated in sections 611 through 621. These guidelines included salaries for teachers 
and other certified personnel, the payment of maintenance, operation and sick leave. 
The purchase of textbooks, consumable instructional materials, school library books 
and non-consumable teaching materials was included. In addition, the payment for 
the operation of additional schools considered as isolated due to their location, pupil 
transportation, travel expenses, special education programs and the local school 
districts' share of the cost for public television was identified. The sum of these 
identified sections was known as the calculated cost of providing a minimum 
foundation program of education. 
Georgia Code Annotated Section 32-622 provided the basic outline for local 
school districts to follow when determining the amount of funding provided under the 
Minimum Foundation Program. It stated that the State Board of Education would 
have the responsibility of calculating annually the amount of funds that each local 
school district would be required to raise in order to support the Minimum Foundation 
Program of Education. Effective July 1, 1972, the amount of funds to be raised would 
be calculated using the following outline multiplied by a set factor. 
(1) For a county school system, the percentage factor shall be applied to the 
total equalized adjusted school property tax digest of the county. (2) For a 
county with independent school systems located within the county or counties, 
the percentage factor shall be applied to the total equalized adjusted school 
property tax digest of the county or counties. For the 1972-73 school year, 
beginning July 1, 1972, this amount shall be prorated between the systems by 
adding 33 1/3 percent to the county equalized adjusted school property tax 
digest of all property located within the territory of the independent school 
systems. For the 1973-74 school year, beginning July 1, 1973, this amount 
shall be prorated between the systems by adding 22 2/9 percent to the county 
equalized adjusted school property tax digest of all property located within the 
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territory of the independent school systems. For the 1974-75 school year, 
beginning July 1, 1974, this amount shall be prorated between the systems by 
adding 11 1/9 percent to the county equalized adjusted school property tax 
digest of all property located within the territory of the independent school 
systems. Thereafter, this amount shall be prorated between the systems by 
using the actual equalized adjusted school property tax digest of each system 
within the county. (3) For an area school system, the percentage factor shall 
be applied to the total equalized adjusted school property tax digest of 
property located within such area school system. (Georgia Department of 
Education, 1973, p. 18). 
Georgia Code Annotated Section 32-622 continued and stated that the amount of 
revenue, as determined in the manner stated in the code, would be raised in support of 
the Minimum Foundation Program of Education. The total cost of the Minimum 
Foundation Program of Education remaining after the deduction of the local revenue 
required would be the amount of funding received from state funds. Each November 
15 the State Auditor would furnish to the State Board of Education a study titled 
Auditor 's Ratio Study Report. This report would furnish the amount of the current 
equalized adjusted school property tax digest, as determined by the formula provided 
in the Minimum Foundation Program of Education, for each school district in 
Georgia. 
Georgia Code Annotated Section 32-623 allowed for additional funds to be 
provided to a local school district by the state. These funds were allotted according to 
the appropriations provided by the General Assembly. The funds were provided on a 
matching fund basis. 
Georgia Code Annotated Section 32-624 provided the guidelines for allotment 
of capital outlay funds. It stated: 
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Capital outlay needs of local units of administration shall hereafter be 
determined by the State Board of Education on the basis of school system 
surveys, growth and development patterns within local units of administration, 
school plant surveys, and such other criteria as the State Board may, from time 
to time and in its discretion, prescribe and require to be established on a 
current and long-range basis indicating present and anticipated future capital 
outlay (Georgia Department of Education, 1973, p. 19). 
This code allowed the State Board of Education to enter into a contract with the local 
school district based on the financial ability of the local district to provide local 
capital outlay funds first. The identification of available local funds from bonding 
issues and the willingness of the local district to use these funds in matching the state 
funds was considered by the state board. The current and long term capital outlay 
needs of the school district were determined and used in the allocation of state funds. 
Capital facilities were defined as including buildings, fixtures, and equipment needed 
for the effective and efficient operation of the public school. This included 
classrooms, libraries, laboratories, restrooms, equipment rooms, offices, teacher 
lounges, lunchrooms, lunch-assembly rooms, equipment, fixtures, and paving. The 
capital outlay funds would be provided to local school districts for the construction, 
renovation, alteration and enlargement of capital facilities (Georgia Department of 
Education, 1973). 
According to retired State School Superintendent Claude Purcell, 1976, the 
Minimum Foundation Program of Education marked a new day in education. It 
increased teacher salaries, provided funds for the twelfth grade, strengthened rural 
library services, increased the supply of textbooks, created special classes for the 
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handicapped, expanded the vocational education program along with the school lunch 
program and veterans' education. Funds for the general operation of the school 
facility increased and the number of school buses doubled (Joiner, 1979). 
Adequate Program for Education in Georgia 
A decade after the last revision to the Minimum Foundation Program Law, a 
third foundation program law was passed by the Georgia General Assembly. In 1974, 
the Adequate Program for Education in Georgia or APEG was signed into law by 
Governor Jimmy Carter. Portions of the new law went into effect on July 1, 1975 
(Joiner. 1979). 
The development of the APEG program was a result of a blue ribbon 
committee charged with the study and recommendation for improvements to the 
Georgia educational system (Joiner, 1979). Organized by the Georgia General 
Assembly, the MFPE Study Committee began work in the spring of 1973 (Georgia 
Educational Improvement Council, 1973). Ten legislators, the governor, the state 
school superintendent, chairmen of the State Board of Education, the presidents of the 
Georgia School Boards Association, League of Women Voters, Classroom Teachers, 
Georgia Congress of Parents and Teachers and the president of the University System 
were all members of the committee. Executive director of the Georgia Educational 
Improvement Council, Dr. Edmund C. Martin, facilitated the study. Members studied 
data from position papers and held public hearing throughout the state in order to 
obtain information from Georgians. The following is the introduction to the final 
committee report: 
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All of the issues presented in this report are building blocks for a quality 
program of education; if any piece is removed, the whole structure will be 
weakened. Whether we are talking about a supportive service, the 
instructional program, or financial foundations, each issue is an interlocking 
piece of the total picture of an adequate program of education in Georgia. 
(Joiner, 1979, p. 98). 
The report was divided into 147 specific recommendations. Recommendations 
addressed the general education program, special education, compensatory education, 
pre-school education, adult education, fine arts instruction, physical education, driver 
education, health education, year-round school, program assessment, program 
improvement, the state's responsibility for non-public schools, the commitment of 
local communities, and local leadership to the public education program. It continued 
with recommendations addressing physical facilities, pupil transportation, food 
services, plant maintenance, administrative and supervisor services, student personnel 
services, library services, educational television, cooperative education service 
agencies, school standards, school health services, clerical assistance, the role of 
federal funds, the role of required local effort (RLE), supplemental or enrichment 
funds, school district reorganization, isolated schools, student accounting, the 
allotment formula, program accounting, the flow of cash grants to local school 
systems and the sy stematic and periodic review of educational laws (Georgia 
Educational Improvement Council). 
Part 7 of the Georgia Code Annotated, Chapter 32-8A, Section 20-2-250 
addressed capital outlay funds. The following definitions were stated in the code: 
Capital Outlay includes, but is not necessarily limited to, expenditures which 
result in the acquisition of fixed assets, existing buildings, improvements to 
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sites, construction of buildings, construction of additions to buildings, 
retrofitting of existing buildings for energy conservation, and initial and 
additional equipment and furnishings for educational facilities. Construction 
project shall refer to the construction of new buildings, additions or expansion 
of existing buildings, relocation of existing buildings or portions thereof, 
renovation or modernization of existing buildings or structures, and 
procedures and process connected thereto, related to educational facilities. 
(Georgia Department of Education, 1984, p. 39). 
In order for local school districts to qualify and receive state capital outlay funds, the 
district was required to perform and participate in six specific conditions and 
requirements. These were outlined in detail in Part 7 of the Georgia Code Annotated. 
The local district was required to prepare and annually update a facilities and real 
property inventory, complete a local educational facilities plan, complete an 
educational facilities survey at least once every five years, submit requests to the state 
agency for capital outlay funds, submit proposed educational facility site plans along 
with all architectural and engineering drawings and specifications to the state agency, 
and revise the local educational facilities plan in priority order of requested 
construction projects. Local school districts had until July 1, 1984 to comply with 
this code section (Georgia Department of Education, 1984). 
The capital outlay funds provided by the state could only be used for specific 
educational purposes. Part 7 of the Georgia Code Annotated provided a detailed 
account for which these funds could be expended. Specific guidelines were: 
(1) To provide construction projects needed because of increased pupil 
attendance or to replace educational facilities which have been abandoned or 
destroyed by fire or natural disaster and which shall consist of new buildings 
and facilities on new sites or new additions to existing buildings and facilities, 
or relocation of existing educational facilities or portions thereof on different 
sites; (2) To provide construction projects to renovate or modernize 
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educational facilities in order to correct deficiencies which produce 
educationally obsolete, unsafe, inaccessible, energy deficient, or unsanitary 
physical environments; (3) To provide construction projects for new additions 
to existing educational facilities or relocation of existing educational facilities 
or portions thereof on different sites in order to house changes in the 
instructional program required under provisions of this article or new 
educational facilities on new sites or new additions to existing ones as a result 
of internal population shifts or changes in attendance zones within the local 
unit; (4) To provide construction projects to merge educational facilities which 
have fewer pupils than required for the minimum school population by the 
State Board of Education or which are too expensive to renovate or modernize 
due to obsolescence or location and which shall consist of new educational 
facilities on new sites, new additions to existing sites, or relocation of existing 
educational facilities or portions thereof on different sites. (5) To provide 
construction projects to combine the total high school populations either in 
grades 7-12. 8-12. or 9-12 across local unit lines. In such projects, there shall 
be no requirement to include a vocational wing as defined within the 
comprehensive high school structure but neither shall such vocational wing be 
excluded for funding purposes; and (6) To reimburse local units of 
administration for current principal payments on local indebtedness for state 
approved construction projects for educational facilities. (Georgia Department 
of Education, 1984, p. 45). 
These specific guidelines required the local school district to provide 25 percent of 
the eligible project cost. If the local school district was in the process of construction 
for the purpose of consolidation, no local funds were necessary (Georgia Department 
of Education, 1984). 
The APEG was a foundation program that utilized grants to local school 
districts for the funding of expenditures within the specific recommendation areas. 
The funding operated on a reimbursement basis and was determined by the state, not 
the actual expenditures of the local school district (Rubenstein, Doering & Gess, 
2000). 
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The Georgia Constitution of 1976, ratified by Georgia voters on November 2, 
1976, addressed the issue of education. Article VIII, Section I, Paragraph I stated: 
The provision of an adequate education for the citizens shall be a primary 
obligation of the State of Georgia, the expense of which shall be provided for 
by taxation. (1976 Constitution of Georgia). 
The Adequate Program for Education was still in effect as the basic state funding 
method but the 1976 constitution provided an outline for local taxation for education. 
Article VIII. Section VII, Paragraph I stated: 
The fiscal authority of each county shall annually levy a school tax for 
the support and maintenance of education, not greater than twenty mills per 
dollar as certified to it by the county board of education, upon the assessed 
value of all taxable property within the county located outside any 
independent school system or area school district therein. (1976 Constitution 
of Georgia). 
The paragraph continued and stated that the tax can not be greater than twenty mills 
per dollar on the assessed value of the taxable property. This paragraph also 
addressed the limitation placed upon the use of the levied tax. It provided that the 
school tax funds were to be used only for the support and maintenance of public 
schools, public education and activities necessary. 
Paragraph II of Article VIII, Section VII provided guidelines for those counties 
in need of levying an amount above the twenty mill limitation. A resolution 
requesting the removal of the limitation must be passed by the local board of 
education and provided to the judge of the probate court. Within ten calendar days of 
receipt of the resolution, the call of an election had to occur. If the qualified voters of 
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the county voted in favor of the resolution, the local board of education could 
recommend any number of mills (Georgia Constitution of 1976). 
Parts of the APEG law were never fully funded due to limited state income 
from taxes (Joiner, 1979). By the mid ^SO's local school districts were contributing a 
revenue amount that was equivalent to funds raised through one local mill. Low 
APEG state funding and minimal equalization of wealth led to a legal challenge to the 
Georgia school finance system. In the case McDaniel v. Thomas, the plaintiffs filed 
that APEG's dependence on local property taxes created a situation where local 
school districts did not have the needed funds to operate under the program. The 
dependence on local taxes did not meet the state's constitutional obligation as stated 
in the 1976 Constitution of the State of Georgia, Article VIII, Section VIII, Paragraph 
I. This stated: 
The General Assembly shall by taxation provide funds for an adequate 
education for the citizens of Georgia. (1976 Constitution of Georgia) 
Plaintiffs charged that the state of Georgia must also provide equity of funding 
throughout Georgia school districts as stated in the Georgia Code Annotated Chapter 
32-8A, 20-2-131, Objectives and purposes of the program. It stated the following: 
The General Assembly, recognizing the need for (1) Providing an equitably 
financed public educational structure assuring each Georgian an adequate educational 
opportunity to develop competencies needed for life roles; (2) Providing an adequate 
program of general education which shall provide students with the competencies 
necessary to develop good physical and mental health to deal effectively and 
responsibly with others, to participate actively in the governing process and 
community activities, to protect the environment and conserve public and private 
resources, and to be effective workers and responsible citizens; (3) Establishing and 
maintaining common minimum standards on a statewide basis which ensure that each 
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child may attend a standard and certified school. (Georgia Department of Education, 
1984,p.l). 
In 1981, the Georgia Supreme Court handed down a decision that acknowledged the 
inequity throughout Georgia school districts due to APEG but held that the present 
financing was constitutional. The acknowledgement did not change the 
constitutionality of the APEG funding system (Rubenstein, Doering & Gess, 2000). 
Quality Basic Education Act 
The McDaniel v Thomas decision led Georgia Governor Joe Frank Harris to 
appoint an Education Review Committee. This committee was charged with the task 
of evaluating the APEG program and recommend needed changes. The 
recommendations of the committee, released in November 1984, resulted in the 
drafting of the Quality Basic Education Act (QBE). Governor Harris stated "For too 
many years we have let minimum or adequate be our standards. But after today, we 
will accept nothing less than quality as our standard and excellence as our goal." 
(Shulz, 1997). This act was passed by the Georgia General Assembly in 1985 and 
began the first phase of implementation in the 1986-87 school year. Three months of 
fund year 1987 were funded under APEG. The fund year 1988 was the first year that 
QBE completely funded education in Georgia (Rubenstein, Doering & Gess. 2000). 
QBE replaced Chapter 2 of Title 20, Article 6, of the Official Code of Georgia 
Annotated. A portion of the purpose of the QBE Act was stated as follows: 
Providing a financed public education structure which ensures that every 
student has an opportunity for a quality basic education, no matter where he 
lives, and ensures that all Georgians pay their fair share of this finance 
structure. (Georgia Department of Education, 1985. p. 25) 
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The largest component of QBE, was a foundation program with a guaranteed 
yield equalization component (Sielke, 2004). QBE was based upon the per-pupil 
funding of a student enrolled in sixteen basic instructional programs (Rubenstein, 
Doering & Gess, 2000). The QBE Act required local school districts to report student 
enrollment in terms of Full-Time Equivalent (PTE) students. A PTE was the state 
funding mechanism that was based on the student enrollment in educational services 
provided by the local school district. Funding from the state was based on the 
operation of instructional programs that were generated by PTE data reported by local 
school districts three times during the fund year (Georgia Department of Education, 
2004b). The PTE program provided weights for sixteen state funded categories with 
the most inexpensive program carrying a weight of 1.0. The regular classroom 
instruction of grades 9-12 carried this 1.0 weight. Weight ranged from the basic 1.0 
to 2.0142 for the Kindergarten Early Intervention Program (Georgia Department of 
Education, 2004c). 
The QBE Act increased the contribution from the local school district 
to five mills. The local contribution is knows as the Local Fair Share (LFS). It was 
increased with QBE but fully implemented in Fund Year 1988. The LFS revenues 
were deducted from the local school district's foundation grant. This created a 
situation where wealthier districts could produce a larger contribution or LFS. 
(Rubenstein, Doering & Gess, 2000). According to Article 6 of Chapter 2 of Title 20 
of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, the LFS was calculated by determining the 
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most recent equalized adjusted school property tax digest for the local school district 
minus the monetary amount included for timber located in the district. This amount 
was then multiplied by .40. The product was then added back to the monetary amount 
ot timber located in the district. This was the local school district's LFS. The 
estimated amount of revenue considered the local fair share for 1998-99 was $805.5 
million (Sielke, 2004) 
Article 20-2-260. Part 10, Subsection A of Georgia Code Annotated outlines 
the capital outlay program of QBE. It stated: 
It is the policy of the State of Georgia to assure that every public school 
student shall be housed in a facility which is structurally sound and well 
maintained and which has adequate space and equipment to meet each 
student's instructional needs as those needs are defined and required by the 
Quality Basic Education Act. (Georgia Department of Education, 1985, p.60) 
The capital outlay program in the State of Georgia was better funded and more 
detailed than the program in other states (Sielke, 2004). The Georgia State Board of 
Education established the standards used for capital construction and set minimum 
specifications. Article 20-2-260, Part 10, Subsection C, paragraph 4 of the Georgia 
Code Annotated stated: 
The State Board of Education shall adopt policies or standards which shall 
allow renovation costs up to the amount of new construction of a replacement 
facility, provided that the renovated facility provides comparable instructional 
and supportive space and has an extended life comparable to that of a new 
facility. 
Legislation required local participation in the cost of a construction project. The 
ability of the local school district to pay a portion of the construction project was 
considered in the legislation. The local ability payment ratio was the local school 
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district's property tax base per student divided by the statewide property tax base per 
student. When the local ratio was one or more, the local school district had to be 
responsible for twenty-five percent of the eligible cost of the project. The Georgia 
code stated that no school district would have to contribute more than twenty-five 
percent. If the local school district ratio was less than one. then the local school 
district ratio was multiplied by 0.25 and this was the local participation required. 
These state funds were allocated to local school districts based on a facility need. 
Local school districts can carry over funds to reserve for large district projects 
(Walker & Sjoquist, 1996). 
Need for SPLOST 
The cry of the public in the United States has led to a crusade for no new 
taxes. This has created a deep burden on the school communities (West, 1995). This 
crusade has created the opportunity for school communities to work with their public 
and define what taxes the constituents consider tolerable. The idea of a sales tax for 
use by education was another non-traditional method for financing of capital outlay 
and capital improvement projects. Not only could the sales tax be employed by the 
state but also by the local school community (Crampton & Thompson, 2001). A sales 
tax was a levy on the sale value of specific goods and services. It was collected in 
retail operations and is the same level for all transactions. 
A positive aspect of a sales tax was the opportunity to produce a large amount 
of revenue from a larger section of taxpayers. This revenue continues for the duration 
of the sales tax and can result in a significant contribution to education funding (Ladd 
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& Hansen, 1999). The sales tax spreads construction cost across the entire segment of 
the local population. It provided an opportunity for tax relief to property- owners 
(Jacobson, 1998). 
The sales tax could be considered regressive even with modifications like no 
taxing ot food, and this was a disadvantage. The regressive nature was exhibited as 
low-income households end up bearing a larger portion of the tax burden than when 
the local property tax was the method used to generate educational funds. It also was a 
tax with disparities from school district to school district. Those districts with a large 
property tax base were usually able to produce a substantial amount of local sales tax 
revenue due to the financial ability of the tax payers, while the lower poverty level 
school district produced a much lower amount. Another disadvantage was the way the 
sales tax became a tax base of uneven distribution. Sales taxes are taxes that can be 
avoided by the taxpay er with the selection of the shopping area (Ladd & Hansen, 
1999). 
SPLOST 
In November of 1996, the voters of Georgia passed a constitutional 
amendment authorizing a new funding source for public education. This funding 
source, titled the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax Referendum, was the first 
time the local school district could tap into a funding source of this nature (Harben & 
Hartley, 1997). A constitutional amendment was needed to allow for this non- 
traditional funding source. Georgia Constitution Article VIII, Section VI, Paragraph 
IV, Official Code of Georgia annotated, (O.C.G.A.) *48-8-110 through *48-8-121, 
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and O.C.G.A. *48-8-140 through *48-8-142 were all amended to allow for this 
approach. The Constitution stated that the local boards of education could have the 
option to call for a referendum to approve a 1-cent sales tax. The Special Purpose 
Local Option Sales Tax Referendum for education, or SPLOST Referendum, cannot 
exceed one percent, and cannot be conditional to any sales tax exemptions such as 
food and beverage exemptions. The length of time for each SPLOST referendum 
cannot exceed a 5-year period. This tax is a county-to-county tax and requires a 
majority of all voters to approve the referendum (Georgia Department of Education, 
2004a). 
According to Harbin & Hartley (2000), prior to the approval of the SPLOST 
referendum by voters, a great deal of detailed and scheduled approvals should occur. 
The Federal Voting Rights Act requires that all government entities in the State of 
Georgia secure prior approval. This pre-clearance is from the United States 
Department of Justice and is required due to the change in voting practices that will 
occur with the calling of a special SPLOST election. The approval from the Justice 
Department requires a minimum of 60 days from the date the request is received. 
Due to this, the local board of education must approve the call for the resolution more 
than 60 days prior to the actual referendum date (Harbin & Hartley, 2000). After the 
pre-clearance letter is sent to the Department of Justice, the local board of education 
then sends a copy of the resolution to the Election Superintendent of the county. 
Upon the receipt of the resolution in the office of the Election Superintendent, this 
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office then becomes responsible for the supervision of the election (Harbin & Hartley, 
1997). 
In counties where independent school districts are located within a county 
school district, all the school systems must agree to participate in any call for a 
SPLOST referendum and do so with concurrent resolutions. Each school system must 
ensure that the board of education has passed a resolution to call for a referendum and 
that each one has been worded in a similar manner (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). One 
request should be made to the county Election Superintendent representing all the 
school systems located within the district. The proceeds of the SPLOST referendum 
shall be distributed between the school communities. The distribution is based on the 
ratio of student enrollment or full-time equivalent (PTE). The PTE count utilized for 
the distribution formula would be the count prior to the date of the approved 
referendum (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). If this method is not satisfactory to all parties 
involved, some other alternative formula for distribution may be agreed upon by all 
parties involved and authorized by the local legislative delegation (Rubenstein & 
Freeman, 2003). 
Three authorized budget expenditures are provided for in the State of Georgia 
Constitution in relation to the SPLOST referendum. These are limited to (a) specific 
capital improvement projects for education purposes, such as new educational 
facilities (b) retirement of any General Obligation Bond debt incurred in capital outlay 
projects prior to the SPLOST referendum approval, and (c) the issuance of new 
71 
General Obligation Bonds for specifically stated capital outlay projects, to be repaid 
from the SPLOST revenue (Georgia Department of Education, 2004a). 
The capital outlay projects for education purposes, as stated in the authorized 
expenditures, should include a variety of approved expenditures. These expenditures 
may involve a major, permanent or long-lived improvement such as land, buildings or 
other structures (Harbin & Hartley, 2000). According to the Official Opinion of the 
Attorney General of Georgia No. 97-7, equipment and vehicles that could be properly 
charged to a capital asset account are allowable expenditures (Monacell, 2003). This 
includes school buses, computer equipment, furniture, textbooks and land. All of 
these expenditures may be accounted for as capital outlay. Labor expenses that can be 
properly charged to a capital outlay project can also be paid from SPLOST funds 
(Brock, Clay, Wilson and Rogers. 1997). The most practical interpretation of the 
approved expenditures was located in Article VII, Section VI, Paragraph I of the 
Constitution of Georgia. This section authorized the local boards of education to 
utilize the tax funds for the support and maintenance of education. Items not 
allowable for purchase through the traditional state capital outlay funding may be 
allowable through the interpretation of support and maintenance of education in a 
SPLOST referendum. Examples of these items included stadiums, athletic facilities 
and administration buildings (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). Items acquired by 
acquisition, construction or renovation were allowed along with other equipment with 
an extended life, as long as these items were utilized in a purpose that serves as 
educational (Monacell, 2003). 
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The use of SPLOST revenue for the retirement of general obligation bond 
indebtedness was stated in the authorized expenditures. This debt must have occurred 
prior to the SPLOST or have been stated in the referendum ballot as a use for the 
SPLOST revenue. The debt must be in respect to capital outlay projects, not lease- 
purchase situations (Monacell, 2003). It has been assumed that any project which can 
be financed through general obligation bonds can also be financed through the 
SPLOST proceeds (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). 
The third approved expenditure for SPLOST funds was the issuance of new 
General Obligation Bonds for specifically stated capital outlay projects, to be repaid 
from the SPLOST revenue (Georgia Department of Education, 2004a). The decision 
of the local board of education to utilize the SPLOST referendum for this approved 
expenditure must occur well in advance of the resolution development. This 
approved expenditure requires the selection of a financial advisor and bond counsel. 
Bond counsel assumes the role of resolution development for both the general 
obligation bond and SPLOST (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). The following statement 
must be included on the actual ballot: 
If the imposition of the tax is approved by the voters, such vote shall also 
constitute approval of the issuance of general obligation debt of the [school 
district] in the principal amount of $ for the above purpose. 
(Monacell, 2003). 
When the combination of general obligation bond and SPLOST are included in one 
referendum, and the SPLOST proceeds are sufficient for the retirement of the bond. 
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the timeline followed will be that of any other general obligation bond issuance 
(Harbin & Hartley, 1997). 
The resolution adopted by the local board of education must be specific to the 
uses of the SPLOST revenue. The guidance provided in the Constitution of Georgia 
stated that the resolution must identify the specific capital outlay projects to be funded 
through the SPLOST. Each local board of education has the charge to carefully word 
the individual resolution and ballot (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). According to Debra 
Cox, Election Superintendent for Lowndes County, Valdosta, Georgia, the resolution 
and ballot need not be identical but the resolution serves as the legal document and 
would be the legal referendum if challenged in court. The ballot question must be 
carefully developed to include all specific outlay projects to be funded yet not as 
detailed as the resolution (personal communications, April 10. 2002). The 1996 
constitutional amendment required that the following information be included in the 
resolution calling for the SPLOST referendum: 
(1) the specific capital outlay projects to be funded, or the specific debt to be 
retired, or both, if applicable; 
(2) the maximum cost of such project or projects and, if applicable, the 
maximum amount of debt to be retired, which cost and amount of debt shall 
also be the maximum amount of net proceeds to be raised by the tax; and 
(3) the maximum period of time, to be stated in calendar years or calendar 
quarters and not to exceed five years. (Harbin & Hartley, 2000). 
The language used for the resolution is extremely important and the local board of 
education should consult with an attorney who is knowledgeable in the SPLOST 
issue. It was recommended that the attorney prepare the resolution and guide the 
local board of education in the presentation to the voters (Harbin & Hartley, 2000). 
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The detailed amount of specificity for the ballot was not stated, but the Unofficial 
Opinion of the Attorney General of Georgia No. U90-18 stated the following for a 
county SPLOST: 
There is no necessity that the description of the purpose or purposes for the tax 
be in exacting detail. Rather,.. .the description and purposes must be only so 
specific as to place the electorate on fair notice of the projects to which the tax 
will be devoted. (Monacell, 2003). 
If any general obligation debt is to be repaid from the SPLOST. the same 
statement as required on the issuance of a new general obligation bond is utilized. 
The statement is to be identical to the one required but include the principal amount to 
be paid toward the previous bond debt (Harbin & Hartley, 1997). 
If the amount of revenue received from the SPLOST referendum is in 
abundance to the stated needs of the school community as outlined in the ballot 
question, or if the stated project is no longer feasible and cannot be modified to be 
made feasible, the excess proceeds may be used to reduce the debt of the district. 
Upon the chance that the school community has no prior indebtedness, the excess 
proceeds will be placed into the general fund account and used to reduce the ad- 
valorem tax base of the county (Georgia Department of Education, 2004a). The ad- 
valorem tax reduction must be calculated to produce a reduction in the total sum that 
is equivalent to the excess proceeds from the SPLOST referendum (Harbin & Hartley, 
1997). 
Local boards of education may borrow funds against the SPLOST receipts. A 
debt authorization does not need to be included in the voter referendum (Monacell, 
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2003). The Official Opinion of the Attorney General of Georgia No. 97-30 stated the 
following: 
The current Georgia constitution, and its two immediate predecessors, make it 
possible for local political subdivisions, and county boards of education, to 
engage in short-term borrowings for one calendar year or less in duration. The 
constitution of 1945, 1976, and 1983 each have provided the ability to make 
short-term borrowings to certain local governments and political subdivisions 
of the state in anticipation of the future receipt of tax collections (the 
"Temporary Borrowing Provision"). (Department of Labor. 2003). 
In order for a local board of education to utilize the Temporary Borrowing Provision, 
four constitutional requirements must be followed (Monacell, 2003). The Georgia 
Department of Labor outlined these requirements as listed below. 
(1) The aggregate amount of all such loans must not exceed 75% of the 
board's total gross income from taxes collected in the last preceding year: 
(2) Such temporary loans must be payable on or before December SP1 of the 
calendar year in which the loan was made; 
(3) No new temporary borrowing can take place until all unpaid short-term 
loans from prior years are pain in full; and 
(4) A ceiling is imposed on temporary borrowing equal to the board's total 
anticipated revenue for the current calendar year. (Department of Labor, 
2003). 
As of September 2004, 154 counties in the state of Georgia have approved a 
SPLOST referendum for the purpose of education. Georgia is composed of 158 
counties and two of the remaining four with no SPLOST referendum have planned to 
call for a referendum in March of 2005 (personal communications, September 22, 
2004). The SPLOST has generated an estimated $250.5 million in 1998-99 (Sielke. 
2004). 
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The first SPLOST elections were held in Georgia on March 18, 1997. Seventy 
four of Georgia's 180 school districts held an election for the proposed one cent sales 
tax. Sixty eight of the seventy four referendum elections were successful (Fenwick, 
1997). Ot the sixty eight successful school districts, fifty-seven were county school 
districts while eleven were city and county school district combinations. Four 
counties in Georgia have never attempted or requested a SPLOST referendum (P. 
Counts, personal communication, August 28, 2004). 
An example of how Georgia counties are utilizing the SPLOST referendum 
can be examined in the Bleckley County School District. According to Bleckley 
County School District Superintendent, L. C. Evans, (personal communications, July 
8, 2004) on the 18th day of March 1997, an election was held in all election districts of 
the Bleckley County School District. At this time, the qualified voters of Bleckley 
County were presented the question of whether a special sales and use tax of one 
percent shall be imposed on all sales and uses in Bleckley County for a period of time 
not to exceed 5 years starting on July 1, 1997. The funds raised would be (a) 
$3,256,000 for the purpose of funding the acquisition, construction, and equipping of 
capital outlay improvements at the primary, middle and high schools, the central 
offices, the bus maintenance shop, and the acquisition of school buses and (b) 
$1,744,000 for the purpose of paying principal and interest on the $1,400,000 
Bleckley County School District General Obligation School Bonds. The total number 
of votes cast for the imposition for a SPLOST was 658, while 311 voters cast a vote 
against such a sales tax. At the time of the SPLOST voter approval, there were many 
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facility needs in the Bleckley County School District. The improvements needed 
included roofing, classroom and laboratory classroom renovations, and replacement 
of obsolete mechanical and electrical systems. Three out of the four schools in 
Bleckley County are between 20 and 50 years old and in need of improvement. By 
retiring the bond debt early, the school district could eliminate interest payments and 
reduce future operating budgets from this indebtedness. Specifically, at Bleckley 
County Primary, the following projects would be completed (a) new heating and 
cooling system, (b) new roofing, (c) new interior paint, and (d) new floor covering. 
At Bleckley Middle School, the following projects would be completed fa) 
modification of three science labs, fb) new roofing, and (c) renovation to the Food 
Service's kitchen facilities. At Bleckley County High School, the following projects 
would be completed (a) new heating and cooling systems, (b) renovate classrooms 
and science labs, fc) replace roofing, (d) install suspended ceilings, and (e) new 
lockers for student use. Since Bleckley County Elementary School was built in 1996. 
no SPLOST funds were allocated for this school. Several of these improvements 
would result in a direct savings of money to the school districts such as more efficient 
heating and cooling systems. 
The SPLOST referendum has allowed local school districts in Georgia to 
supplant debt financing by the use of sales tax. The use of the sales tax has created a 
financial situation where capital projects are no longer a long-term debt but a pay-as- 
you-go financing. Current revenues and short-term bond debt are used in 
combination with the SPLOST. The use of the SPLOST referendum has also changed 
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the primary means of funding capital projects from property taxes to sales taxes 
(Rubenstem & Freeman, 2003). 
Summary 
This chapter presented a review of the literature on the finance 
methods used by public schools for capital projects. Elementary and Secondary 
education in the United States has been funded through a complex mix of finance 
methods, none of which has been found to be perfect. The legal authority for the 
maintenance and operation of public schools in the United States has resided with 
each of the 50 state governments. In most states, the local communities have assumed 
the managerial and fiscal responsibility of the public school. As a consequence, the 
quality of the public school facilities has become a function of the local community's 
fiscal capacity and aspiration. Only in recent years has this fiscal responsibility been 
questioned. The development of judicial intervention has created an era filled with 
litigation centered on the question of fiscal responsibility for local school districts. 
The growth or decline in pupil enrollment has provided a guide for the 
allotment of capital outlay funds. Local boards of education have encountered 
persistent problems of locating and securing the needed funds for the renovation and 
construction of facilities. Close to 50% of the school buildings in the United States 
are approaching 50 years of age. These facilities are nearing the end of their useful 
life span. Previous studies have all indicated that billions of dollars is needed for the 
repair and maintenance of existing structures. School districts cannot afford to spend 
billions of dollars toward maintenance alone. Districts are constantly seeking 
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alternative ways to finance capital outlay and capital improvement projects. State and 
federal courts have deliberated in dozens of cases concerning the ability of the state to 
finance equitably the issue of school facilities. These actions have provided the 
ideology that public education's finance system for capital projects is in great despair. 
An approval for an amendment to the constitution of Georgia occurred in 
November of 1996. This amendment allowed for local boards of education to seek 
approval from the voters for the commitment of a 1 cent sales tax for educational use. 
This method of obtaining funds for capital projects has become a standard for the 
school districts in Georgia. Capital funds are now obtained through a combination of 
state capital improvements funds and local SPLOST funds. The literature revealed 
that four school districts in Georgia have not utilized the SPLOST referendum. 
Chapter III 
Methodology 
This chapter includes an overview of the purpose, research questions, a 
description of the research design and the instruments, the procedures followed to 
collect the data, a description of the participants, and the methods used for data 
analysis. The purpose of this study was to provide valuable information to the school 
districts in the state of Georgia in reference to the use of the SPLOST referendum for 
the financing of public school capital projects. A mixed method of data collection 
and analysis were used. 
Quantitative data were collected through the use of Georgia Department of 
Education reports on the World Wide Web. reports provided from the Georgia 
Department of Education Division of Facilities Services, audit reports obtained from 
the Georgia Department of Audits Financial Division for the Fiscal Years 1998, 1999. 
2000, 2001, and 2002. Data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel to provide 
descriptive statistics. 
Semi-structured in-depth interviews served as the method of collection for 
qualitative data. Qualitative data were analyzed to develop themes, patterns, 
language, and ideas. 
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Research Questions 
The proposed study was designed to answer the following overarching 
research question: What are the major effects of the Special Purpose Local Option 
Sales Tax Referendum on the financing of public school capital projects in the State 
ot Georgia? In order to address this question, the following sub questions will be 
investigated and utilized in the study: 
1. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for capital projects in the State of 
Georgia? 
2. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for the retirement of General 
Obligation Bond debt incurred for capital projects? 
3. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the school district millage rate0 
4. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the total school district 
expenditures? 
5. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the total school district local 
revenue? 
6. How do SPLOST resources assist in the funding of capital outlay projects? 
7. What factors hinder a school district from initiating a SPLOS T referendum for 
capital projects? 
Research Design 
In order to answer the research questions of this study, the researcher used 
both qualitative and quantitative research methods. The research design of semi- 
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structured interviews and the use of descriptive data were appropriate for this 
descriptive research study. 
According to Gall, Borg, & Gall (1996) most descriptive research is intended 
to generate statistical information about specific topics. It is the most basic of 
quantitative research methods and on many occasions entails nothing more than 
reporting the identified characteristics of one sample at one point in time. Gay & 
Airasian (2000) state that the use of a quantitative descriptive study is done to obtain 
information about the preferences, attitudes, practices, concerns or interests of a 
specific group of people. The use of qualitative research is to provide exploration 
within the study. Since little research had been written about the topic and population 
being studied, the use of qualitative research methods allowed the researcher to listen 
to the chosen subjects and build a picture based on the information gained (Creswell, 
1994). 
Descriptive statistics were obtained for the 57 school districts in Georgia with 
an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997. These descriptive statistics 
were obtained from the Georgia Department of Education reports on the World Wide 
Web. Additional descriptive statistics were obtained from The Georgia Department 
of Education Division of Facilities Services and Audit reports from the Georgia 
Department of Audits Financial Division for the Fiscal Years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 
and 2002. 
Semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted with the superintendents 
of four Georgia school districts that had never utilized the SPLOST referendum. 
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Semi-structured in-depth interviews were also conducted with the superintendents of 
four Georgia school districts with a successful SPLOST referendum on March 18. 
1987. The advantage of conducting the interview with these individuals was to 
identify the interviews as "elite" interviews and semi-structured. These were 
considered elite due to the influential, prominent and/or well-informed people in the 
organization that participated in the interview process. Valuable information was 
gained from the participants due to their positions in the school district (Marshall & 
Rossman, 1999). According to Gall. Borg & Gall (1996) the semi-structured 
interview involved the asking of a series of structured questions allowing the 
researcher to probe more deeply using open-form questions generated from the 
responses of the participants. Gay & Airasian (2000) described the semi-structured 
interview as one where the questions and order of presentation are pre-determined. 
The questions should have open ends and the interviewer should always look for 
openings to probe deeper. Marshall & Rossman (1999) identified interviews as a 
useful method to obtain a large amount of data quickly. They stressed that an 
interviewer's approach to share the importance of the participant's responses and 
participation is invaluable for a quality interview. 
Procedures 
The researcher identified the 57 county school districts in Georgia that 
approved the use of a SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997. These were a portion 
of the participants for this study. This information was obtained from the Division of 
Facilities Services, Georgia Department of Education, specifically Mrs. Patricia 
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Counts. The 57 county school districts were then categorized into one of three 
categories. These categories were identified by the Economic Research Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture. The three categories are: (1) metropolitan 
school district, (2) urban school district and, (3) rural school district. The researcher 
reviewed the descriptive statistical information for these county school districts and 
used the information for descriptive analysis. 
Audit reports were obtained from the Georgia Department of Audits Financial 
Division for the Fiscal Year 1998, Fiscal Year 1999, Fiscal Year 2000, Fiscal Year 
2001 and Fiscal Year 2002, for each of the identified county school districts. This was 
a total of two hundred eighty-five audit reports. Information from the document titled 
NOTES TO THE GENERAL PURPOSE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS, the section 
titled Property Taxes was used to obtain the tax millage rate levied for the given year. 
Included within the same document was a section titled Sales Taxes. This section was 
used to identify the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax revenue during the fiscal 
year. Data was entered into the Microsoft Excel program for analysis. 
Included in these audit reports was a document titled SCHEDULE OF 
APPROVED LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX PROJECTS. Information from this 
document identified the exact title of project SPLOST funds were utilized for, the 
amount of funds expended for each project in the given year, and the total amount 
expended for the given year. This information was entered into the Microsoft Excel 
program and analyzed. 
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Additional reports from the Georgia Department of Education were obtained 
via the World Wide Web. These reports were titled Georgia Department of 
Education. Local, State, and Federal Revenue Report; and Georgia Department of 
Education: Expenditure Report. Both of these reports were obtained for each of the 
57 Georgia school districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 
and for the Fiscal Year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002. The total revenue for each 
system, each fiscal year, was utilized along with the total expenditures for each 
system, each fiscal year. Information gathered from these sources was placed into a 
Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and analyzed. 
An Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval application was submitted to 
Georgia Southern University Institutional Review Board for the approval of the 
interviews with eight Georgia local school district superintendents (Appendix A). 
Upon the receipt of approval for the study, the researcher conducted a pilot interview 
with a superintendent from a school district identified in the study with an approved 
SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997. The superintendent represented a rural 
school district and had served as superintendent in the district since 1999. He was not 
employed as superintendent on March 18. 1997 but was employed in the school 
district since 1995. This pilot interview served to provide valuable information to the 
researcher as to the relevance of the questions asked to supenntendents of school 
districts with and without a SPLOST referendum. Needed modifications were made 
to the interview questions. 
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Upon completion of the pilot interview process, four superintendents of school 
districts with a successful SPLOST referendum approval on March 18, 1997 were 
identified. These superintendents were selected based on a referral from an outside 
expert source, the superintendent's expertise in the area of school finance, 
classification of metropolitan, urban, or rural school district and willingness to 
participate in the study. The superintendents of these four school districts were 
contacted and the opportunity for interviews was requested. Upon the approval of the 
request, the researcher scheduled appointments to conduct interviews with the 
selected superintendents. Each interview was conducted face-to-face and lasted for an 
average of one hour. The interview questions for the four superintendents with a 
SPLOST referendum consisted of eleven questions. Three questions addressed the 
professional role the superintendent played during the SPLOST approval and the 
duration of the SPLOST referendum. Two questions addressed the impact the 
SPLOST referendum had on the financing of capital outlay projects in the district. 
Three questions addressed the issue of professional circumstances that may or may 
not have occurred due to the initiation of the SPLOST referendum. Three questions 
addressed the initiation of another SPLOST after the completion of the first. Each 
interview question provided an opportunity for the researcher to probe for further 
responses. Interviews were audio taped and transcribed. Transcripts were analyzed 
by the researcher and an expert source in order to identify themes, patterns, language 
and ideas, which have been reported in narrative form. 
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Four Georgia county school districts that have never held a SPLOST 
referendum were identified from a list provided by the Georgia Department of 
Education, Division of Facility Services. Four superintendents from the available 
school districts were selected for interviews based on the identification of the school 
district, a referral from an outside expert source, the category of metropolitan, urban 
or rural school district, expert knowledge in the area of school finance and willingness 
of the superintendent to participate in the study. The Superintendents of these four 
county school districts were contacted and the opportunity for interviews was 
requested. Upon the approval of the request, the researcher scheduled appointments 
to conduct interviews with the superintendents. Interviews were face-to-face and 
lasted an average of one hour. The interview questionnaire consisted of eight 
questions. These questions were a series of semi-structured questions that allowed the 
researcher to obtain responses that could be further probed. One question allowed the 
researcher to identify the professional tenure of the superintendent within the school 
district. Three questions were structured to discover the personal opinion of the 
superintendent toward the future initiation of a SPLOST referendum in the school 
district they represent. One question addressed the financial configuration of the 
district in reference to the lack of a SPLOST referendum. Three questions addressed 
the response of the districts' constituents in reference to the lack of a SPLOST 
referendum. Interviews were audio taped and transcribed. Transcripts were analyzed 
by the researcher and an expert source in order to identify themes, patterns, language 
and ideas, which have been reported in narrative form. 
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Participants 
The participants for this study were the 57 county school districts in the state 
of Georgia with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997. The 57 county 
school districts were identified by the Georgia Department of Education, Division of 
Facilities Services. These school districts were identified and categorized into one of 
three categories according to the Economic Research Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture. The three categories identified were: (1) metropolitan 
school district, (2) urban school district and (3) rural school district. Four school 
district superintendents from the 57 counties were selected according to 
purposelective sampling methods to participate in interviews. Additionally, four 
school district superintendents that are not utilizing SPLOST and have never called 
for a referendum were selected by purposelective sampling methods and interviewed 
by the researcher. 
Sources of Data 
For research question 1 and 2 the data was obtained from the Georgia 
Department of Audits Financial Division in Atlanta, Georgia. The audit reports for 
Fiscal Year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002, titled the Schedule of Approved Local 
Option Sales Tax Projects, for the 57 counties included in the study provided data for 
the exact type of project the district utilized the SPLOST dollars toward and the dollar 
amount expended toward each capital project. Data for research question 3 was 
obtained from the audit reports for Fiscal Year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 
Data for research question 4 was obtained from the audit reports for Fiscal Year 1998, 
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1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 of the 57 counties in the study. Information for this 
question was obtained from the Schedule of Approved Local Option Sales Tax 
Projects report in addition to the Georgia Department Of Education Expenditure 
Report for each county and Fiscal Year. This report is available on the World Wide 
Web. Data for research question 5 was obtained from the audit report titled Notes To 
The General Purpose Financial Statements, and located in the section titled Sales 
Taxes. This data was found in audit reports for Fiscal Year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 
and 2002. Additional information was retrieved from the Georgia Department of 
Education Local, State and Federal Revenue Report for Fiscal Year 1998, 1999. 
2000, 2001 and 2002. This report is available on the World Wide Web. Data for 
research question 6 was obtained from the audit report titled Schedule of Approved 
Local Option Sales Tax Projects for Fiscal Year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002. 
This report is located in the audit reports for each school district. Additional data for 
research question 6 was obtained from the semi-structured interviews lead by the 
researcher with the superintendents of four school districts with an approved SPLOST 
referendum on March 18, 1997. Data for research question 7 was obtained from the 
semi-structured interviews lead by the researcher with the four superintendents of 
school districts never utilizing the SPLOST referendum. 
Data Analysis 
Quantitative research methodology was used to analyze data generated from 
the Audit Reports and GDOE reports. Qualitative research methodology was used 
with the semi-structured interv iews. The major effects of the SPLOST referendum on 
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public school capital projects were identified. A Microsoft Excel spreadsheet was 
used by the researcher to analyze the data generated from the Audit Reports and 
GDOE reports. The Excel spreadsheet has been used often for data analysis in both 
the fields of social sciences and education. 
The researcher retrieved and analyzed information on the 57 county school 
districts in the study using the following research question analysis outline. 
Question 1 - The Schedule of Approved Local Option Sales Tax Projects located in 
each audit report was the data source to identify the types of capital 
projects SPLOST funds were expended toward. These projects were 
grouped into three categories: 1) new capital outlay projects 2) general 
capital outlay projects including renovation of existing capital outlay 3) 
repayment of bonds previously occurred for capital outlay. Percentages 
were obtained using the following procedure. In audit reports, the 
capital project column titled Amount Expended in Current Year from the 
report titled Schedule of Approved Local Option Sales Tax Projects, was 
divided by the SPLOST resources found in audit reports titled, Notes To 
The General Purpose Financial Statements, Sales Taxes. This was 
calculated for each individual school district in the study and during each 
fiscal year included in the study. It was also calculated according to the 
type of capital project the SPLOST funds were expended toward. 
Averages were also calculated for metropolitan school districts, urban 
school districts and rural school districts. 
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Question 2 - Percentages were calculated using the following procedure. In audit 
reports, the General Obligation Bond column titled Amount Expended in 
Current Year from the report titled Schedule of Approved Local Option 
Sales Tax Projects. was divided by the SPLOST resources found in 
audit reports titled Notes To The General Purpose Financial Statements, 
Sales Taxes. This was calculated for each individual school district in 
the study and during each fiscal year included in the study. Averages 
were also calculated for metropolitan school districts, urban school 
districts and rural school districts. 
Question 3 - Information was obtained from the audit reports, the section titled 
Property Taxes in the Notes to the General Purpose Financial 
Statements. Averages were calculated for metropolitan school districts, 
urban school districts and rural school districts. 
Question 4 - A percentage was calculated using the following procedure. In audit 
reports, the report titled Schedule Of Approved Local Option Sales Tax 
Projects, the column titled Amount Expended In Current Year was 
divided by the dollar amount stated in the Georgia Department of 
Education report titled Expenditure Report, which is found on the World 
Wide Web, under the column titled Total Expenditures. This was 
calculated for each individual school district in the study and during each 
fiscal year included in the study. Averages were also calculated for 
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metropolitan school districts, urban school districts and rural school 
districts. 
Question 5 - A percentage was calculated using the following procedure. In audit 
reports, the report titled Notes To The General Purpose Financial 
Statement, the section titled Sales Taxes revenue was identified. This 
figure was then divided by the section titled Local Revenue that is found 
in the Georgia Department of Education report titled Local, State, <£ 
Federal Revenue Report. This was calculated for each individual school 
district in the study and during each fiscal year included in the study. 
Averages were also calculated for metropolitan school districts, urban 
school districts and rural school districts. 
Question 6- Descriptive statistics were obtained from the information provided in 
audit reports, the report titled Notes To The General Purpose Financial 
Statement, the section titled Property Taxes and the report titled 
Schedule of Approved Local Option Sales Tax Projects. In addition, 
semi-structured interviews with four superintendents from school 
districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 were 
utilized for this question. 
Question 7 - Information obtained from the semi-structured interviews with four 
superintendents from school districts that have never initiated a SPLOST 
referendum provided the information for this research question. 
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Question 6 & 7 allowed the researcher to study the contents of the data 
looking specifically for reoccurring patterns, similarities and differences. The 
researcher examined the data obtained from all research questions and identified the 
various ways the SPLOST referendum has affected capital projects in the public 
schools of Georgia. 
Summary 
This chapter addresses the overall research design of this study. This includes 
the collection of data available from the Division of Facilities Services, Georgia 
Department of Education, Georgia Department of Education and Georgia Department 
of Audits Financial Division. In addition, data obtained from interviews with the 
superintendents of four county school districts with successful approval of a SPLOST 
referendum on March 18, 1997 plus four superintendents from county school districts 
that have never held a SPLOST referendum was utilized. 
Public education in Georgia is funded from three primary sources: local ad 
valorem taxation, state government financing and funds from the federal government. 
Supplementing these basic sources is the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax 
Referendum (Harben & Hartley, 2000). The construction of new buildings and capital 
projects is a major financial undertaking for most local boards of education. It is 
impossible for them to finance capital projects solely from current revenue receipts. It 
is not possible to provide the school facilities needed from current revenue sources 
especially during periods of rapid growth in school enrollment (Alexander & Salmon, 
1995). The use of the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax Referendum is one 
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method provided to the local school districts in the State of Georgia. This study 
addressed this method and the major effects this referendum has held on the financing 
of capital projects. 
CHAPTER IV 
Report of Data And Data Analysis 
The purpose of the study was to provide valuable information to the state of 
Georgia and its local school districts. A void in the literature was present concerning 
the financing of school facilities and the use of a sales tax. There had been no 
evidence of research conducted on the SPLOST referendum or the use of a sales tax 
in financing education in Georgia. 
A mixed-method of data collection and analysis was employed with the use of 
both quantitative and qualitative data. The 57 school districts in Georgia with an 
approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 constituted the population for this 
study along with interviews from four superintendents of these school districts. In 
addition, interviews with four superintendents from school districts that had never 
initiated a SPLOST referendum were included. Quantitative data were collected 
through financial revenue and expenditure reports from the Georgia Department of 
Education, reports from the Facilities Services Department of the Georgia Department 
of Education and audit reports from the State of Georgia Department of Audits and 
Accounts. Data were analyzed using the Microsoft Excel computer program. Semi- 
structured in-depth interviews with eight superintendents served as the method of 
collection for qualitative data. Qualitative data were analyzed to develop themes, 
patterns, language and ideas. 
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Research Questions 
The proposed study was designed to answer the following overarching 
research question: What are the major effects of the Special Purpose Local Option 
Sales Tax Referendum on the financing of public school capital projects in the State 
of Georgia'.'1 In order to address this question, the following sub questions were 
investigated and utilized in the study: 
1. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for capital projects in the State of 
Georgia? 
2. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for the retirement of General 
Obligation Bond debt incurred for capital projects? 
3. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the school district millage rate? 
4. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the total school district 
expenditures? 
5. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the total school district local 
revenue? 
6. How do SPLOST resources assist in the funding of capital outlay projects? 
7. What factors hinder a school district from initiating a SPLOST referendum for 
capital projects? 
This chapter reports the results of the data analysis from both the quantitative 
data analysis and the interviews. The data from the quantitative data analysis were 
organized as follows: SPLOST expenditures for new capital projects, SPLOST 
expenditures for general capital projects, SPLOST expenditures for bond repayment. 
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SPLOST dollars expended, SPLOST dollars collected, millage rates, SPLOST and 
total school district expenditures, SPLOST and total school district revenue. 
The information resulting from the interviews was organized around the 
themes and patterns identified in the conversation with the superintendents. For the 
four school districts with a SPLOST referendum approved on March 18, 1997, the 
following themes and patterns were identified: superintendent professional role and 
tenure, SPLOST concept, SPLOST obstacles, financing impact, future SPLOST, 
changes in next SPLOST referendum, obstacles for other districts. For the four 
school districts that have never initiated a SPLOST referendum, the following themes 
and patterns were identified: superintendent tenure, perception of no SPLOST, 
subgroup influence, future SPLOST. 
Quantitative 
Quantitative data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel. Calculations were 
done for the 57 school districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18. 
1997. School districts were divided into three categories according to the Economic 
Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture. The categories utilized 
were metropolitan, urban and rural. 
SPLOST Expenditures For New Capital Projects 
School districts identified as metropolitan school districts totaled twenty-one. 
The districts were identified by a letter of the alphabet. Table 1 identifies the 
percentage of the SPLOST expenditures used for new capital projects of metropolitan 
school districts. These are provided according to the fund year. Eight of the twenty- 
Table 1 
Metropolitan School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For New Capital Projects Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
B 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 86.31% 55.61% 88.38% 
C 90.23% 82.16% 0.00% 0.00% 76.67% 49.81% 
D 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 60.00% 
E 40.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.57% 27.59% 
F 0.00% 0.00% 31.23% 0.00% 0.00% 6.25% 
G 0.00% 0.00% 57.34% 0.00% 100.00% 31.47% 
H 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
J 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
K 7.17% 74.55% 70.63% 0.00% 93.81% 49.23% 
L 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
M 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
N 12.22% 17.53% 8.15% 8.38% 0.00% 9.26% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
P 0.00% 0.00% 28.13% 0.00% 0.00% 5.63% 
Q 92.02% 92.20% 79.26% 0.00% 90.34% 70.76% 
R 0.00% 0.00% 38.53% 44.85% 90.15% 34.71% 
S 0.00% 0.00% 2.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 
T 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
U 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
V 71.07% 0.00% 0.00% 4.43% 23.20% 19.74% 
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one did not expend any of the SPLSOT dollars toward new capital projects. Four of 
the districts expended ten percent or lower of the SPLOST dollars toward new capital 
projects. Only three school districts expended over fifty percent of the collected 
dollars toward new capital projects. These were county B with a mean of 88.38%, 
county D with a mean of 60.00% and county Q with a mean of 70.76%. Fiscal Year 
2001 showed the least amount of SPLOST funds expended toward new capital 
projects. During this year, only 19% of the metropolitan school districts expended 
any SPLOST funds toward new capital projects. Sixty-two percent of the metropolitan 
school districts expended funds toward new capital projects during the time period of 
the study. Thirty-eight percent of the metropolitan school districts studied did not use 
any of the SPLOST revenue toward new capital outlay projects. School districts 
identified as urban school districts totaled twelve. Table 2 identifies the urban school 
districts and the percentage of SPLOST funds expended toward new capital projects. 
Three districts in the study did not expend any SPLOST funds toward new capital 
projects. Only one district expended 100% of the funds toward new capital projects 
for the five year time period in the study. Three school districts expended an amount 
above 50%. Fiscal Year 2001 identified the most districts with the least amount of 
expended SPLOST funds toward new capital projects. Seventy-five percent of the 
urban school districts expended funds toward new capital projects. 
Rural school districts studied totaled twenty-four. Table 3 identifies twelve 
districts that spent no SPLOST funds toward new capital projects for the five year 
period studied. Fiscal years 1998 and 2001 had only two school districts to expend 
Table 2 
Urban School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For New Capital Projects Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
X 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Y 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 60.00% 
Z 88.14% 93.29% 5.09% 76.61% 99.94% 72.61% 
AA 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 35.16% 7.03% 
AB 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AC 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
AD 5.99% 60.48% 89.82% 86.47% 45.20% 57.59% 
AE 92.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 18.49% 
AF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 20.00% 
AG 0.00% 0.00% 85.82% 0.00% 0.00% 17.16% 
AH 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AI 77.05% 21.98% 41.81% 5.16% 7.58% 30.72% 
Table 3 
Rural School Districts Studied 
Percentage oi SPLOST Expenditures For New Capital Projects Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
AK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AL 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AM 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 28.67% 45.73% 
AN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AO 73.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 14.68% 
AP 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 80.00% 
AQ 0.00% 80.75% 0.00% 0.00% 98.21% 35.79% 
AR 0.00% 92.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 18.52% 
AS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AU 2.31% 39.20% 70.85% 77.51% 68.84% 51.74% 
AV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AW 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AX 0.00% 89.32% 34.85% 0.00% 5.51% 25.93% 
AY 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AZ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 26.77% 5.35% 
BA 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BB 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BC 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BD 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BE 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 60.00% 
BF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 43.03% 8.60% 
BG 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 43.01% 28.60% 
BH 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 20.00% 
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any funds toward new capital projects. No rural school district expended all funds 
toward new capital projects for the five years of the study. Fifty percent of rural 
school districts expended funds toward new capital projects. 
SPLOST Expenditures For General Capital Projects 
Metropolitan school districts studied spent the least amount of SPLOST funds 
toward general capital projects during the fiscal year 2002. This was the last year of 
the SPLOST referendum approved on March 18. 1997. Three of the districts studied 
did not expend any funds toward general capital projects. This represents fourteen 
percent of the metropolitan districts studied. Two districts studied, spent one-hundred 
percent of the SPLOST revenue towards general capital projects. Forty-three percent 
of those studied expended over half of the SPLOST dollars toward general capital 
projects. Table 4 provides this information. 
Urban school districts studied spent the greatest amount of SPLOST funds 
toward general projects during the fiscal year 2001. The mean calculations reflected 
that sixty-six percent of the urban school districts studied spent over half of the 
SPLOST funds for general capital projects. Table 5 identifies two districts that spent 
none of the SPLOST revenue funds toward general capital projects. 
Table 6 provides information about rural districts and the percentage of 
SPLOST expenditures used toward general capital projects. The mean calculations 
for the period of time in the study revealed eighty-three percent of the school districts 
expended SPLOST funds for general capital projects. Only four districts in the rural 
category did not expend funds toward general capital projects. 
Table 4 
Metropolitan School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For General Capital Projects Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
B 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
C 0.00% 0.00% 83.01% 46.65% 0.00% 25.93% 
D 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 40.00% 
E 0.00% 89.36% 57.56% 100.00% 2.43% 49.87% 
F 100.00% 78.07% 54.94% 100.00% 0.00% 66.60% 
G 100.00% 100.00% 4.75% 100.00% 0.00% 60.95% 
H 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
I 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
J 82.77% 73.04% 90.13% 92.16% 86.94% 85.00% 
K 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
L 89.34% 63.04% 5.91% 0.00% 0.00% 31.66% 
M 82.64% 88.58% 92.16% 0.00% 0.00% 52.68% 
N 87.78% 82.47% 91.85% 91.62% 0.00% 70.74% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 39.26% 7.85% 
P 97.44% 80.44% 17.00% 78.33% 61.05% 67.45% 
Q 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.75% 0.00% 17.15% 
R 24.51% 100.00% 1.03% 0.00% 0.00% 25.10% 
S 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 41.29% 31.39% 34.53% 
T 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
U 0.00% 63.54% 13.89% 0.00% 0.00% 15.49% 
V 28.93% 100.00% 100.00% 95.57% 76.80% 80.26% 
Table 5 
Urban School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For General Capital Projects Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
X 92.10% 95.86% 96.88% 33.07% 98.07% 82.60% 
Y 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%. 100.00% 0.00% 80.00% 
Z 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AA 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 64.84% 92.97% 
AB 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
AC 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%) 0.00% 
AD 94.01% 39.52% 10.18% 13.53% 54.80% 42.41% 
AE 0.00% 93.06% 83.21%o 82.54% 83.87% 68.54% 
AF 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 60.00% 
AG 76.47% 91.83% 0.00% 41.38% 4.03% 42.74% 
AH 28.30% 61.45% 66.68% 56.68% 57.66% 54.15% 
AI 22.95% 78.02% 58.19% 94.84%> 92.42% 69.28% 
Table 6 
Rural School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For General Capital Projects Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
AK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AL 77.45%% 92.16% 86.22% 91.03% 33.47% 76.06% 
AM 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 71.33% 34.27% 
AN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AO 0.00% 93.87% 73.55% 8.57% 76.51% 50.50% 
AP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AQ 0.00% 19.25% 100.00% 100.00% 1.79% 44.20% 
AR 93.19% 7.38% 82.10% 5.52% 0.00% 37.64% 
AS 0.00% 18.16% 85.52% 93.90% 73.02% 54.12% 
AT 18.40% 1.52% 2.01% 0.00% 100.00% 24.39% 
AU 86.78% 0.05% 0.91% 1.02% 13.73% 20.29% 
AV 79.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.19% 16.06% 
AW 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.44% 0.00% 4.29% 
AX 92.95% 0.00% 0.00% 21.42% 0.00% 22.87% 
AY 86.86% 48.06% 80.51% 62.97% 74.04% 70.49% 
AZ 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 73.23% 54.65% 
BA 8.96% 52.06% 68.03% 62.42% 60.02% 50.30% 
BB 93.34% 8.10% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 80.28% 
BC 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BD 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 80.00% 
BE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 20.00% 
BF 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.00% 
BG 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 19.99% 44.00% 
BH 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 40.00% 
106 
SPLOST Expenditures For Bond Repayment 
Seventy -six percent of the metropolitan school districts studied expended 
SPLOST funds toward bond repayment. Five school districts did not expend any 
SPLOST funds for bond repayment. Fiscal year 2002 had the largest number of 
metropolitan school districts with no funds expended toward bond repayment. This 
represented of fifty-two percent of the districts studied. Table 7 provides the data. 
Table 8 shows that fifty-eight percent, seven of the twelve, urban school 
districts studied did not utilize SPLOST funds toward the repayment of bonds. None 
of the urban districts expended over forty-six percent toward bond repayment. District 
AH was the only district to expend an amount above thirty-three percent during each 
fiscal year of the study. 
The rural school districts studied and their SPLOST expenditures made 
toward bond repayment is presented in Table 9. Six rural districts did not expend any 
SPLOST funds for the repayment of bonds. Two rural school districts or eight 
percent expended all of the collected funds toward bond repayment. Of the remaining 
sixteen rural school districts, seven or forty-four percent, expended a mean above 
fifty-percent toward the repayment of bonds. The other sixty-six percent spent a mean 
of twenty-nine percent of the SPLOST expenditures toward the repayment of bonds. 
SPLOST Dollars Expended 
Table 10 outlines the average of the actual SPLOST dollars expended during 
the five year period of the study. Metropolitan school districts expended more 
SPLOST dollars than urban or rural districts in each fiscal year. During fiscal year 
Table 7 
Metropolitan School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For Bond Repayment Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
B 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 13.69% 44.39% 11.62% 
C 9.77% 17.84% 16.99% 53.35% 23.33% 24.26% 
D 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
E 59.60% 10.64% 42.44% 0.00% 0.00% 22.54% 
F 0.00% 21.93% 13.83% 0.00% 0.00% 7.15% 
G 0.00% 0.00% 37.91% 0.00% 0.00% 7.58% 
H 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
I 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
J 17.23% 26.96% 9.87% 7.84% 13.06% 14.99% 
K 92.83% 25.45% 29.37% 0.00% 6.19% 30.77% 
L 10.66% 36.96% 94.09% 100.00% 0.00% 48.34% 
M 17.36% 11.42% 7.84% 0.00% 0.00% 7.32% 
N 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
0 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 60.74% 92.15% 
P 2.56% 19.56% 54.88% 21.67% 38.95% 27.52% 
Q 7.98% 7.80% 20.74% 14.25% 9.66% 12.09% 
R 75.49% 0.00% 60.43% 55.15% 9.85% 40.18% 
S 100.00% 0.00% 97.86% 58.71% 68.61% 13.72% 
T 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 80.00% 
U 100.00% 36.46% 86.11% 100.00% 100.00% 84.51% 
V 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
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Table 8 
Urban School Districts Studied 
Percentage ot SPLOST Expenditures For Bond Repayment Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
X 7.90% 4.14% 3.12% 66.93% 1.93% 16.80% 
Y 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Z 11.86% 6.71% 94.91% 23.39% 0.06% 27.39% 
AA 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AB 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AC 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AD 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AE 7.56% 6.94% 16.79% 17.46% 16.13% 12.98% 
AF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AG 23.53% 8.17% 14.18% 58.62% 95.97% 40.09% 
AH 71.70% 38.55% 33.32% 43.32% 42.34% 45.84% 
AI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Table 9 
Rural School Districts Studied 
Percentage of SPLOST Expenditures For Bond Repayment Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
AK 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
AL 22.55% 7.84% 13.78% 9.97% 66.53% 67.45% 
AM 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AN 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 80.00% 
AO 26.62% 6.13% 26.45% 91.43% 23.49% 34.82% 
AP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AQ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
AR 6.81% 0.00% 17.90% 94.48% 100.00% 43.84% 
AS 100.00% 81.84% 14.48% 6.10% 26.98% 45.88% 
AT 81.60% 98.48% 97.99% 0.00% 0.00% 55.61% 
AU 12.92% 60.75% 28.23% 21.46% 17.42% 28.16% 
AV 20.87% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 98.81% 83.94% 
AW 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 78.56% 100.00% 75.71% 
AX 7.05% 10.68% 65.15% 78.58% 94.49% 51.19% 
AY 13.14% 51.94% 19.49% 37.03% 25.96% 29.51% 
AZ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BA 91.04% 47.94% 31.97% 37.58% 39.98% 49.70% 
BB 6.66% 91.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 19.71% 
BC 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
BD 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
BE 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.00% 
BF 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 56.97% 71.39% 
BG 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.00% 7.40% 
BH 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
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Table 10 
Average SPLOST Dollars Expended Per Fiscal Year And Category 
Category FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 
Metropolitan 12,070,023 38,322,950 26,902,325 18,178,024 13,494,709 
Urban 2,253,843 9,566,655 5,923,500 4,115,445 5,702,232 
Rural 372,805 2,268.552 1,287,71 1 810,370 2.365,757 
1998, the rural school districts studied spent three percent of the SPLOST funds that 
the metropolitan school districts spent. Urban school districts studied spent eighteen 
percent of the total spent by the metropolitan districts during fiscal year 1998. These 
percentages remained constant for each fiscal year until fiscal year 2002. During this 
fiscal year the rural school districts studied spent seventeen percent of the amount 
spent by the metropolitan school districts while urban school districts spent forty-two 
percent. 
SPLOST Dollars Collected 
Table 11 provides information for the average percentage of SPLOST dollars 
collected during each fiscal year of the study. Metropolitan school districts studied 
collected an average amount of SPLOST funds above both urban and rural school 
districts. Fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001 all showed a six to seven percent 
SPLOST dollar collection rate for the rural school districts studied as compared to the 
metropolitan districts studied. Urban school districts reflected a sixteen to twenty-one 
percent SPLOST dollar collection rate as compared to the metropolitan school 
districts. The fiscal year 2002 reflected an increase in the percentage of dollars for 
rural and urban school districts as compared to the metropolitan districts studied. 
Millage Rates 
Table 12 presents the millage rate per fiscal year for the metropolitan school 
districts in the study. Each metropolitan district had a mean millage rate above 12.30. 
School district O had the lowest mean millage rate while school district S had the 
Table 11 
Average SPLOST Dollars Collected Per Fiscal Year And Category 
Category FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01 FY02 
Metropolitan 
Urban 
Rural 
17,430,229 
2,910,535 
1,377,577 
22,501,479 
3,377,269 
1,560.266 
25,794,333 
3,602,875 
1,684,884 
18,956,828 
4,027,082 
1,485,927 
14,676,665 
4,076,119 
1,508,221 
Table 12 
Metropolitan School Districts Studied 
Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
B 19.52 19.52 20.35 20.60 20.60 20.12 
C 18.78 18.78 18.78 18.61 18.43 18.68 
D 14.49 13.99 13.00 14.75 14.75 14.20 
E 19.00 18.50 18.75 18.75 18.75 18.75 
F 18.34 18.34 18.34 17.92 17.92 18.17 
G 18.01 17.51 17.51 17.18 17.18 17.48 
H 20.50 20.38 20.31 20.12 17.21 19.67 
I 13.93 13.93 13.04 13.00 15.40 13.86 
J 23.73 22.48 22.48 22.23 21.98 22.58 
K 18.10 18.10 18.10 19.10 19.52 18.58 
L 17.37 15.40 14.70 15.08 15.08 15.53 
M 20.76 20.76 20.76 19.02 19.02 20.06 
N 20.75 19.75 19.75 20.75 20.42 20.28 
0 12.36 12.46 12.46 12.42 11.78 12.30 
P 13.50 13.50 12.00 13.50 14.50 13.40 
Q 21.90 21.90 18.80 18.80 20.30 20.34 
R 13.90 13.60 18.53 15.31 15.20 15.31 
S 20.57 20.57 20.57 20.55 20.55 20.55 
T 18.83 18.64 18.02 19.57 18.94 18.80 
U 18.45 15.20 17.45 18.45 17.45 17.40 
V 16.24 12.74 13.71 14.91 16.55 14.83 
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highest mean millage rate of 20.55. Six metropolitan school districts had an average 
mean above the 20 mill maximum rate. 
Urban school districts in the study reflected a mean millage rate above 12.28. 
School district AA had the lowest mean millage rate of 12.28 while school district AI 
had the highest mean millage rate of 17.97. No urban school district exceeded the 
maximum millage rate of 20 mills. These figures are presented in Table 13. 
Table 14 presents the millage rate per fiscal year for the rural school districts 
in the study. Each rural district had a mean millage rate above 8.80. School district 
AY had the lowest mean millage rate while school district AU had the highest mean 
millage rate of 18.02. 
The average millage rate for the metropolitan, urban and rural school districts 
studied is presented in Table 15. Metropolitan school districts had the highest millage 
rate for each fiscal year studied. Rural school districts millage rates ranged between 
13.64 and 14.06. Urban school districts millage rates ranged between 14.67 and 
15.87. Metropolitan school districts millage rates ranged between 17.4 and 18.05. 
Metropolitan school districts studied had a mean millage rate that exceeded 
12.79 prior to the approval of the SPLOST referendum. School district O had the 
lowest mean millage rate before the SPLOST referendum while school district J had 
the highest mean millage rate of 23.66 prior to the approval of the SPLOST 
referendum. These figures are presented in Table 16. 
Table 17 provides the data for the millage rates for urban school districts in 
the study prior to the approval of the SPLOST referendum. The highest mean millage 
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Table 13 
Urban School Districts Studied 
Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year 
County# FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01 FY02 Mean 
X 16.65 16.65 16.65 16.65 16.65 16.65 
Y 17.62 17.62 17.62 17.12 17.10 17.42 
Z 18.00 18.00 12.70 12.65 13.15 14.90 
AA 11.85 12.85 12.35 12.35 12.01 12.28 
AB 15.00 14.50 14.00 13.75 11.81 13.81 
AC 15.65 15.18 17.42 16.48 16.89 16.32 
AD 17.80 17.80 17.80 17.80 17.58 17.76 
AE 17.00 17.00 15.75 16.84 16.67 16.65 
AF 13.99 12.64 11.73 12.46 10.68 12.30 
AG 15.40 13.40 14.39 14.39 14.39 14.39 
AH 17.78 17.78 17.78 17.78 17.78 17.78 
A1 17.10 17.10 18.60 18.58 18.46 17.97 
Table 14 
Rural School Districts Studied 
Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year 
County # FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Mean 
AK 10.40 10.40 12.40 12.38 12.30 11.58 
AL 13.40 13.40 12.25 12.25 12.25 12.71 
AM 16.15 15.58 15.44 15.44 15.30 15.58 
AN 9.02 10.01 10.35 10.10 10.10 9.93 
AO 16.75 16.95 16.25 16.25 16.15 16.47 
AP 15.50 15.50 14.75 14.75 14.73 15.04 
AQ 15.50 14.50 15.50 13.90 16.50 15.18 
AR 10.50 10.50 10.50 10.11 9.08 10.14 
AS 14.21 14.21 14.21 14.21 14.21 14.21 
AT 16.69 16.69 16.69 16.69 16.69 16.69 
AU 19.38 19.38 19.38 15.67 16.28 18.02 
AV 11.50 11.50 10.90 12.90 12.88 11.94 
AW 14.67 15.67 16.00 16.00 16.75 15.82 
AX 15.60 15.60 15.60 15.60 15.22 15.52 
AY 7.52 7.25 9.75 9.75 9.75 8.80 
AZ 13.50 13.50 14.50 14.50 14.50 14.10 
BA 15.31 14.87 13.87 13.87 14.87 14.56 
BB 15.17 15.00 15.00 14.95 11.64 14.35 
BC 15.75 14.48 19.11 15.81 15.61 16.15 
BD 15.20 15.20 15.20 15.20 10.95 14.35 
BE 9.10 9.33 11.00 12.00 12.00 10.69 
BF 11.75 11.75 13.75 13.75 13.75 12.95 
BG 13.50 12.50 12.50 13.50 13.50 13.10 
BH 12.61 13.61 12.61 12.61 12.61 12.81 
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Table 15 
Average Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year And Category 
Category- FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01 FY02 Mean 
Metropolitan 18.05 17.43 17.40 17.64 17.69 17.66 
Urban 14.67 15.87 15.56 15.56 15.26 15.38 
Rural 13.69 13.64 14.06 13.84 13.65 13.78 
Table 16 
Metropolitan School Districts Studied 
Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year Prior To SPLOST 
County # FY95 FY96 FY97 Mean 
B 16.17 16.67 18.42 17.09 
C 16.81 18.78 18.78 18.12 
D 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 
E 19.75 20.00 20.00 19.92 
F 18.65 18.65 18.65 18.65 
G 14.76 14.76 14.76 14.76 
H 17.50 17.50 17.50 17.50 
I 13.93 13.93 13.93 13.93 
J 23.53 23.73 23.73 23.66 
K 18.50 18.50 17.00 18.00 
L 14.90 14.90 14.90 14.90 
M 19.26 19.26 19.26 19.26 
N 17.10 17.10 17.10 17.10 
0 12.87 12.87 12.63 12.79 
P 13.73 12.93 13.50 13.39 
Q 16.10 17.10 17.70 16.97 
R 15.90 15.90 15.90 15.90 
S 18.65 18.61 18.61 18.62 
T 18.33 17.82 18.45 18.20 
U 18.33 17.82 18.45 18.20 
V 17.24 17.24 17.24 17.24 
Table 17 
Urban School Districts Studied 
Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year Prior To SPLOST 
County # FY95 FY96 FY97 Mean 
X 16.65 17.65 17.65 17.32 
Y 15.70 16.62 16.62 16.31 
Z 17.00 17.00 17.00 17.00 
AA 9.85 10.85 10.85 10.52 
AB 12.50 12.50 15.00 13.33 
AC 11.81 12.71 13.62 12.72 
AD 13.90 13.90 17.80 15.20 
AE 17.00 17.00 17.00 17.00 
AF 10.04 9.60 10.48 10.16 
AG 15.04 15.04 15.04 15.04 
AH 13.90 16.78 16.78 15.82 
AI 17.10 17.10 17.10 17.10 
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rate for urban school districts was 17.32 and this was school district X. The lowest 
mean millage rate prior to the approval of the SPLOST referendum was 10.16 and this 
was school district AF. 
Table 18 reflects the data for rural school districts and the millage rate prior to 
the SPLOST referendum. The lowest mean millage rate was 7.94, district AY. The 
highest mean millage rate was district AO with 16.90. 
The mean averages of millage rates prior to the approval of the SPLOST 
referendum tor metropolitan, urban and rural school districts included in the study are 
presented in Table 19. Metropolitan school districts mean millage rate for fiscal years 
1995, 1996 and 1997 are 17.10. Urban mean millage rates for the same time period 
are 14.79. while rural mean millage rates are 13.08. 
SPLOST And Total School District Expenditures 
The percentage of the total metropolitan school districts expenditures that are 
SPLOST expenditures is presented in Table 20. These figures represent the total 
school districts expenditures and the percent of the expenditures that are actual 
SPLOST expenditures. Metropolitan school district expenditures that are SPLOST 
expenditures ranged from 3.70% for school district T to 33.19% for school district V. 
Table 21 presents the urban school districts and percentage of expenditures 
that are SPLOST expenditures. School district AH had the lowest percentage of 
8.87% while school district Z spent 37.90% of the total district expenditures toward 
SPLOST. 
The rural school districts included in the study and the percentage of total 
district expenditures utilized for SPLOST projects is presented in Table 22. 
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Table 18 
Rural School Districts Studied 
Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year Prior To SPLOST 
County # FY95 FY96 FY97 Mean 
AK 10.50 12.50 10.90 11.30 
AL 14.25 14.25 14.25 14.25 
AM 13.07 13.23 15.96 14.09 
AN 9.33 9.33 9.33 9.33 
AO 16.73 16.99 16.99 16.90 
AP 16.86 16.86 16.00 16.57 
AQ 11.56 15.50 15.50 14.19 
AR 11.75 11.00 10.50 11.08 
AS 14.46 14.46 14.46 14.46 
AT 15.65 16.69 16.69 16.34 
AU 12.35 13.35 15.85 13.85 
AV 11.00 11.00 11.50 11.17 
AW 13.67 16.77 14.67 15.04 
AX 14.20 14.20 15.20 14.53 
AY 8.79 7.52 7.52 7.94 
AZ 13.00 11.50 13.50 12.67 
BA 12.36 12.71 12.71 12.59 
BB 12.67 12.67 15.17 13.50 
BC 10.87 11.49 14.77 12.38 
BD 14.20 15.20 15.20 14.87 
BE 10.00 9.60 9.10 9.57 
BF 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75 
BG 13.25 14.75 14.00 14.00 
BH 11.11 11.11 12.61 11.61 
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Table 19 
Average Millage Rates Per Fiscal Year And Category Prior To SPLOST Approval 
Category FY95 FY96 FY97 Mean  
Metropolitan 17.00 17.10 17.18 17.10 
Urban 14.20 14.76 15.41 14.79 
Rural 12.64 13.10 13.51 13.08 
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Table 20 
Metropolitan School Districts 
Percentage of Total District Expenditures That Are SPLOST Expenditures 
County Percentage 
B 9.06% 
C 14.85% 
D 11.40% 
E 18.93% 
F 10.83% 
G 10.67% 
H 13.75% 
I 9.88% 
J 22.23% 
K 16.53% 
L 16.12% 
M 9.74% 
N 14.00% 
O 4.80% 
P 9.97% 
Q 10.60% 
R 11.15% 
S 13.86% 
T 3.70% 
U 3.93% 
V 33.19% 
124 
Table 21 
Urban School Districts 
Percentage of Total District Expenditures That Are SPLOST Expenditures 
County Percentage 
X 25.81% 
Y 24.78% 
Z 37.90% 
A  9.90% 
AB 7.13% 
AC 14.99% 
AD 20.56% 
AE 32.89% 
AF 10.75% 
AG 13.41% 
All 8.87% 
AI 11.15% 
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Table 22 
Rural School Districts 
Percentage of Total District Expenditures That Are SPLOST Expenditures 
County Percentage 
AK 5.30% 
AL 4.33% 
AM 10.49% 
AN 1.67% 
AO 4.83% 
AP 11.56% 
AQ 16.74% 
AR 8.61% 
AS 11.56% 
AT 3.49% 
AU 12.38% 
AV 7.67% 
AW 5.24% 
AX 16.95% 
AY 6.74% 
AZ 8.11% 
BA 6.53% 
BB 6.66% 
BC 3.10% 
BD 21.35% 
BE 4.55% 
BF 16.03% 
BG 7.36% 
BH 1.26% 
126 
SPLOST And Total School District Revenue 
Metropolitan school districts and the total percentage of district revenue that is 
SPLOST revenue is presented in Table 23. School district E had the highest 
percentage of SPOST revenue as a percentage of the total district revenue with 
20.49%. The lowest percentage of revenue was identified in school district U with 
6.53% of the total revenue represented by SPLOST revenue. 
Table 24 presents the urban school districts studied and the percentage of the total 
district revenue that is SPLOST revenue. The lowest percentage is 5.39% in school 
district AF while the largest percentage is school district Z with 16.62%. Rural school 
districts and the total percentage of district revenue that is SPLOST revenue is 
presented in Table 25. School district AK had the highest percentage of SPLOST 
revenue as a percentage of the total district revenue with 17.53%. The lowest 
percentage of revenue was identified in school district AT with 3.44% of the total 
revenue represented by SPLOST revenue. 
Qualitative 
Analysis of the data from the interviews of the eight superintendents yielded 
themes and patterns. The qualitative data were presented in the following order: 
School districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997: 
superintendent professional role and tenure, school district demographics, SPLOST 
concept. SPLOST obstacles, financing impact, future SPLOST and Obstacles for 
other districts. School districts that have never initiated a SPLOST referendum: 
superintendent professional role and tenure, school district demographics, perception 
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Table 23 
Metropolitan 
Percentage of Total District Revenue That Is SPLOST Revenue 
County # Percentage 
B 10.25% 
C 13.66% 
D 12.39% 
E 20.49% 
F 13.40% 
G 8.82% 
II 10.20% 
I 12.05% 
J 13.35% 
K 12.60% 
L 8.17% 
M 11.42% 
N 13.71% 
O 9.95% 
P 10.04% 
Q 7.80% 
R 10.35% 
S 14.40% 
T 10.19% 
U 6.53% 
V 7.54% 
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Table 24 
Urban 
Percentage of Total District Revenue That Is SPLOST Revenue 
County # Percentage 
X 12.94% 
Y 11.17% 
Z 16.62% 
AA 11.14% 
AB 7.23% 
AC 7.67% 
AD 7.08% 
AE 6.13% 
AF 5.39% 
AG 10.80% 
AH 9.0% 
AI 15.62% 
129 
Table 25 
Rural 
Percentage of Total District Revenue That Is SPLOST Revenue 
County # Percentage 
AK 17.53% 
AL 7.06% 
AM 4.90% 
AN 10.03% 
AO 6.69% 
AP 9.55% 
AQ 8.24% 
AR 7.05% 
AS 4.59% 
AT 3.44% 
AU 10.96% 
AV 7.89% 
AW 11.47% 
AX 7.72% 
AY 7.95% 
AZ 7.75% 
BA 6.91% 
BB 7.35% 
BC 6.36% 
BD 5.54% 
BE 6.65% 
BF 13.96% 
BG 6.44% 
BH 4.48% 
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of no SPLOST referendum, need for a SPLOST referendum, subgroup influence, 
future SPLOST. 
Interviews of Superintendents in School Districts With An Approved SPLOST 
Superintendent Professional Role and Tenure 
None of the four superintendents were employed as superintendent in their 
respective school districts on March 18, 1997, the first SPLOST referendum approval 
date. None of the superintendents were employed in any position in their respective 
districts on the first SPLOST approval date. One superintendent was employed in 
August 1997, after the SPLOST referendum approval. One superintendent was 
employed as recently as 2003. Demographic data is presented in Table 26. 
School District Demographics 
Superintendent 1 represented a rural school district with an approved SPLOST 
referendum on March 18. 1997. She was not employed in this district on the date of 
the approval. This school district had three schools with a combined total student 
population of 1,598 students in grades Pre-K through 12th grade. No private schools 
were in the county. The National School Lunch Program Free and Reduced Meal 
Percentage for the student population was 56.87% in October 2003. The total district 
revenue per PTE for FY 2003 was $7,012. The total district expenditure per FTE for 
FY 2003 was $7,203. 
Superintendent 2 was employed in an urban school district with an approved 
SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997. He was not employed in the district on the 
date of the approval. The school district he represented had a total of four schools 
Table 26 
Demographics for Interviewed Superintendents with SPLOST Referendum 
Superintendent 12 3 4 
Employed in district 
March 18, 1997 No No No No 
Employment date January June August August 
as superintendent 2003 2000 1997 1998 
Gender Female Male Male Female 
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with a combined student population that totals 3,721 students. Two private schools 
were located in the county. The National School Lunch Program Free and Reduced 
Meal Percentage was 47.25% in October of 2003. The total school district revenue 
per FTE totaled $6,940 while the total district expenditure per FTE totaled $6,835. 
Superintendent 3 was not employed on the approval date of the SPLOST 
referendum but was employed as superintendent in August of 1997, one month after 
the collection of the SPLOST revenue began. He was employed in a district with a 
total of 1,669 students enrolled in four different schools. Two private schools were 
located within the county. The National School Lunch Program Free and Reduced 
Meal Percentage in October 2003 was 85.02%. The total school district revenue per 
FTE in FY2003 was $8,549 while the total school district expenditures per FTE were 
$8,861 for the same year. The district he represented was a rural school district. 
Superintendent 4 represented a metropolitan school district with a total student 
population of 1,655 students enrolled in a total of 4 schools located within the county. 
One private school was located in the county. The National School Lunch Program 
Free and Reduced Meal Program Percentage for October 2003 was 81.18%. The total 
school district revenue per FTE in FY2003 was $9,159 while the total school district 
expenditures per FTE were $9,441 for the same year. Demographic data is presented 
in Table 27. 
SPLOST Concept 
Of the four superintendents interviewed, all four reported that the SPLOST 
referendum concept and outcome was what they expected and thought it would be. 
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Two of the superintendents used the term "positive, very positive" (Superintendent 1, 
April 12, 2004 & Superintendent 3, April 13, 2004). 
When Superintendent 3 was asked if the SPLOST concept and outcome was 
what he expected, he reported: 
Very, very positive. Small districts would not have been able to anti-up with 
the needed funds just like other income or revenue. Small districts, although it is a 
smaller amount, they are able to move quite a bit with the SPLOST dollars. I think 
it's one of the best things that has ever happened (Superintendent 3, April 13, 2004). 
Superintendent 4 was asked the same question and reported: 
The SPLOST referendum has allowed a small, poor school system with not 
really a large tax base to extend the projects and opportunities. For instance, when I 
came to the school system, the heating and air and the roof and the state of the 
building was at a point where we needed to renovate it if we were going to maintain 
the buildings for the next twenty or thirty years. So we started out on a two-year 
process where we would have the state of affairs evaluated and detennine the cost. 
And when the cost was determined, I knew I couldn't pay for it out of our regular, 
local efforts of taxes. It's wonderful because it's the money you can pay back the 
loans with. It's the money that you need to make sure the debt ratio doesn't get out of 
hand. And it's a way that you can do some things (Superintendent 4, May 11, 2004) 
Superintendent 1 reported that she had been employed as a superintendent in 
two other districts with a SPLOST referendum and all were positive experiences and 
had positive outcomes for the system (Superintendent 1, April 13, 2004). 
SPLOST Obstacles 
Superintendent 1 and 2 stated that the most difficult aspect of the SPLOST 
referendum was the communication with the public. The superintendents conveyed 
the difficulty of communicating accurately with the public so they can understand the 
purpose of the SPLOST referendum and how it can be the means to accomplish many 
school district goals. Three superintendents interviewed stated that communicating 
135 
with the public in a way so they understand what the referendum is intended to 
accomplish, was a major difficulty. The "buy in from the public" (Superintendent 1, 
April 13, 2004) in order to pass the referendum, was the greatest obstacle for 
Superintendent 1. Superintendent 4 reported the most difficult portion of the 
SPLOST referendum was: 
getting the taxpayers to support it. I'm not much of a politician because my 
work here in the school system is driven by simply putting the kids first. I 
don't deal with the politics, the political aspect of it. But I was forced to 
strategize and to enter the political aspect of it (Superintendent 4. Mav 11. 
2004). 
Superintendent 3 shared information about one school district that faced an obstacle. 
He then continued with a communication strategy used in a different district he 
previously represented and the success of that strategy. He stated: 
One district attempted SPLOST and it did not pass. That was rather 
interesting. I think we did a very good job in that district in putting together a 
committee, a committee worked extremely well. In a different small district 
we were able to put on the committee 27 volunteers. And I don't think we had 
a single meeting where at least twenty didn't show up. It might not have been 
the same twenty all the time but at least they were active. We strategically 
identified people in the community, good, solid, interesting people, not the 
people you always hear all the time, the ones that's always I guess criticizing. 
I hate to use that word but we know that is out there. And we got them 
together and set up meetings in the small communities. I think that went real 
well (Superintendent 3, April 13, 2004). 
Superintendent 2 mentioned an unexpected circumstance experienced as a 
result of the SPLOST referendum. He felt that the amount of community 
involvement required to pass the SPLOST referendum was an unexpected obstacle. 
He expressed that the community involvement produced some issues that had to be 
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addressed but eventually had a positive impact on the school district (Superintendent 
2, April 13. 2004-). 
Superintendent 3 reported that he found the SPLOST referendum experience 
to have a positive effect on the people in the community. He observed groups of 
people talking with one another about a common issue when usually these groups did 
not have any type of common ground (Superintendent 3, April 13, 2004). 
Superintendent 4 found the SPLOST referendum to produce a positive feeling 
in the community toward the new tax. She stated: 
1 will say that most people, when you say taxes, they say no. Fve been 
absolutely surprised about how many people make their decisions based upon 
the political climate instead of the need and what it can do for future 
development, not only for school, but of the community. So we have taught 
the community the positi\e outcomes because when they see the parking lot 
being paved at the elementary school, they become excited. That woman did 
what she said she was going to do. When the trailers pull up to renovate all of 
the buildings, they are excited. So all of the hoopla about raising taxes or 
taxing the people seems to almost dissipate. What I found in the community is 
celebrating beautiful environments, quality schools, and improvements in the 
quality of schools (Superintendent 4, May 11, 2004). 
Financing Impact 
All four superintendents reported that the SPLOST referendum had made a 
positive impact in financing for their respective districts. Superintendent 4 stated: 
"without SPLOST we would not have been able to secure a 3.8 million dollar 
loan SPLOST provided the means to pay it back" (Superintendent 4, May 11, 
2004). Three superintendents stated that their school district was able to accomplish 
projects that were not funded by the state, only local dollars. Superintendent 1 stated: 
137 
We were able to do something in this last SPLOST that we passed to improve 
the cafeteria freezer section at one of our schools. And we would never have 
earned dollars for that from the state. We've also been able to improve 
instruction and the environment for instruction in two schools by adding 
additional classrooms that the state would not provide. And we could take 
some of the folks in some very, very, tiny areas we have and put them in a 
decent room. The other thing that I would say that it has really helped us with 
is the building of a gymnasium, which also we never would have gotten the 
funding from the state. We will be allowed to renovate our central office, 
which is another area we do not earn funds from the state in. We will be able 
to renovate the building which we presently have housed an alternative 
learning center, and Pre-K. which we would not earn funds from either of 
those areas. So it's been very positive and certainly impacted what we can do 
in the district with the funds (Superintendent 1, April 13, 2004). 
Three superintendents reported the ability to improve classroom environments 
through the use of SPLOST funds. Superintendent 2 discussed SPLOST and how- 
busses are just one issue that SPLOST could address. He stated: 
We've been able to address capitol projects that the state would not fund. 
Issues with additional buses that we couldn't have been able to afford out of 
our regular budget. Technology has been a major area for us that we have been 
able to address, continue to address under SPLOST. Just improving the 
environment for instruction was an issue too. We have been able to spend 
money above and beyond what you would normally do on capitol 
improvements to actually make the environment so much better for the 
students and teachers (Superintendent 2, April 13, 2004). 
Superintendent 4 stated "it's like the extra income to pay the monthly note that you 
don't have in the given of things." Superintendent 4 continued with "all of the things 
you see or see in progress here in the county now, it's because of SPLOST"' 
(Superintendent 4, May 11, 2004). 
Superintendent 3 reported many ways the SPLOST referendum had impacted 
the financing in his district. He stated: 
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First I see how it has helped in so many ways, the renovation and remodeling 
of classrooms that were built in the 1950's. Building where the infrastructure 
was going down real fast and had it not been for the SPLOST, the busting out 
of the center of the hallway, the old pipes going down the middle of the 
hallway, could not have happened. In the last community I was in. the state 
was allowing for a new elementary school but the high school needed a new- 
roof. We were talking to the state trying to find ways to put this roof on the 
high school and had it not been for the SPLOST we would not have been able 
to take care of this situation. Had it not been for the SPLOST in the 
community. 1 think I can estimate that the building of a middle school would 
not have happened. Based on present data for the past 15 years and the 
addition of a middle school that should be. SPLOST made it possible for that 
to happen, it was a grave help for the community (Superintendent 3. April 13, 
2004). 
Future SPLOST 
When asked if a future SPLOST referendum was being considered, all four 
superintendents responded yes. Superintendent 4 stated "it's probably the only way 
that a poor system like this can do some extra things" (Superintendent 4, May 11, 
2004). All four superintendents responded with additional needs that a future 
SPLOST referendum could address. Superintendent 1 & 2 stated that their districts 
had future needs and SPLOST was the avenue to meet the funding for these needs. 
Superintendent 1 stated: 
We continue to have additional needs. We have, for instance, an older 
auditorium that's presently not in use but it has historical value and it is a 
beautiful area that would be beneficial to the community as well as the schools 
to renovate. We have other buildings with needs. So there would be many 
things that we would have that SPLOST would help finance (Superintendent 
1, April 13, 2004). 
Superintendent 2 discussed the expected growth of his district and additional 
needs that will arise from this growth. He stated that the SPLOST referendum 
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revenue provided a way to do things that can not be accomplished from regular 
budget funds (Superintendent 2, April 13, 2004). 
When asked about the possibilities of a future SPLOST referendum for the 
school district, Superintendent 3 stated: 
all circumstances are positive with a SPLOST. I see it as a way to, also at 
some point, to gives some relief, some tax space to those in the community. 
Once you have gotten where you can save that, what happens is you could 
save that to maintain our tax base and give the property owners some space. 
Changes in Next SPLOST Referendum 
Three of the four superintendents interviewed reported that they would not 
make any changes in the process they would use for the initiation of a future SPLOST 
referendum. Superintendent 1 stated that she would attempt to sell the idea to more 
people in the business community. This is to encourage the idea of shopping at home 
(Superintendent 1, April 13, 2004). Superintendent 4 stated "T researched the 
projects, I established the need. We researched the means for securing the monies to 
do it. It's your basic tell operation even of your household" (Superintendent 4, May 
11,2004). 
Obstacles for Other Districts 
Superintendents with a SPLOST referendum were asked to express their view 
on why other school districts had not attempted a SPLOST referendum. 
Superintendent 3 and 4 felt the issue was political. Superintendent 3 reported: 
What I see as a reason that a district may not, is when an individual 
says it's a political process and it's amazing how politics will do away with 
things that are good. If a particular group of people speaks out louder than an 
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educated group, then it won't pass and without leadership you have a turf 
protection (Superintendent 3, April 13, 2004). 
Superintendent 4 stated that the political process can sometimes "'do away" with 
something that is for the good of the society. She agreed with the idea that the lack of 
a SPLOS1 referendum in Georgia school districts was a political issue. She stated: 
I think my best example might be that of my hometown. I think what makes it 
difficult is when the community, the grass roots of the community, especially 
a community that is large, somehow doesn't understand the far-reaching 
benefits. It was the same thing for this small community I am now in. I've also 
learned that if the political entrenchment is so racially bias, that if white folks 
vote this way, black folks are not going to vote this way. you are never going 
to get it passed, because it takes the whole. It takes a team. I've seen political 
entrenchment by race, political entrenchment by folks, political entrenchment 
by deception and no trust. And so we found here in this county, that we must 
come together as a community and decide essentially on the benefits. Not only 
with the Board of Education talking across the line to commissioners, to the 
city council, and I found it very beneficial to have parent round ups and sit 
down and talk to the parents about what I'm getting ready to do. why I'm 
getting ready to do it, and I need your help. Leaving it strictly focused on 
what we're getting ready to do for children. I don't ask them for political help. 
I ask them for support to be able to provide for the children (Superintendent 4, 
May 11, 2004). 
"Another tax" is a reason provided by Superintendent 1, that a few Georgia school 
districts have not initiated a SPLOST referendum (Superintendent 1, April 13, 2004). 
She added: 
I have also had one superintendent to have a discussion with me regarding the 
fact that they were not going to pursue a SPLOST and the reason behind it was 
that it would not generate very many funds. My response to that was, it will be 
funds that you do not presently have now. whatever it should make. It's hard 
to understand why a district would not initiate the SPLOST (Superintendent 1, 
April 13,2004). 
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Interviews of Superintendents in School Districts Which Had Never Initiated a 
SPLOST Referendum 
Superintendent Professional Role and Tenure 
One of the four superintendents interviewed from a school district that has 
never initiated a SPLOST referendum was employed as superintendent in the district 
on March 18. 1997. The other three superintendents interviewed were not employed 
in the district they presently represent. Demographic data is provided in Table 28. 
School District Demographics 
Superintendent 5 represented an urban school district that had never initiated a 
SPLOST referendum. He had been employed in the district for five years. This 
school district had two schools with a combined total student population of 1,178 
students in grades Pre-K through 12th grade. No private schools were in the county. 
The National School Lunch Program Free and Reduced Meal Percentage for the 
student population was 68.63% in October 2003. The total district revenue per PTE 
for FY 2003 was $6,799. The total district expenditure per FTE for FY 2003 was 
$6,474. 
Superintendent 6 was employed in a rural school district that had never 
initiated a SPLOST referendum. The school district he represented had only one 
school. The total student population was 734 students. No private schools were 
located in the county. The National School Lunch Program Free and Reduced Meal 
Percentage was 59.81% in October of 2003. The total school district revenue per FTE 
totaled $7,196 while the total district expenditure per FTE totaled $6,837. 
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Table 28 
Demographics for Interviewed Superintendents in Districts Which Had Never 
Initiated a SPLOST 
Superintendent 5 6 7 8 
Employed in 
district 
March 18, 1997 No No Yes No 
Employment date June June May 
as superintendent 1999 2002 1996 2003 
Gender Male Male Male Male 
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Superintendent 7 was employed as superintendent in June of 1996. He was 
employed in a rural district with a total of 1,469 students enrolled in four different 
schools. No private schools were located within the county. The National School 
Lunch Program Free and Reduced Meal Percentage in October 2003 was 64.20%. 
The total school district revenue per FTE in FY2003 was $7,331 while the total 
school district expenditures per FTE were $7,659 for the same year. 
Superintendent 8 represented a metropolitan school district with a total student 
population ot 1.218 students enrolled in a total of 3 schools located within the county. 
One private school was located in the county. The National School Lunch Program 
Free and Reduced Meal Program Percentage for October 2003 was 56.26%. The total 
school district revenue per FTE in FY2003 was $7,272 while the total school district 
expenditures per FTE were $7,590 for the same year. 
Perception of No SPLOST 
All four superintendents interviewed were asked if they felt a SPLOST could 
assist capital projects in their respective school districts. All responded positively. 
Superintendent 5 stated: 
Yes, I do. We do not have one existing at this time. It would be an awesome 
help for us. We are a very poor community and this would provide the 
opportunity for folks, not necessarily that live in the community, to help 
support the schools in the community which is what SPLOST do 
(Superintendent 5, August 4, 2004). 
When asked why the boards of education had not called for a SPLOST 
referendum, Superintendent 7 was the only superintendent to express the lack of need 
for a SPLOST referendum in the past. He stated: 
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Well, our facilities were new. We have a 1980's building for the high school 
and it is in real good shape. We have a building for our 
elementary/primary school that is in excellent shape that we built with our 
state money and local money so we really did not have a need for SPLOST. 
We are in pretty good shape financially as far as with our fund equity, we have 
about 2.8 million in our fund equity so we just really did not need it. So we 
really didn't feel like going to our tax payers and asking for any more money. 
In a matter of fact, actually the year I came here, we cut the millage rate from 
16 to 14 because of the large amount. Like I say, our facilities are in excellent 
condition, excellent shape, and we maintain them annually by doing some 
little something every year to each building trying to keep ahead of things like 
replacing things like carpet and that. So the buildings are just in excellent 
shape... like just now when someone visits the high school and they say how 
old is this high school and we say 25 years old and they can't believe it. It 
looks like it is just 15 years old is all it is. So that is why we have not done a 
SPLOST (Superintendent 7, August 9, 2004). 
Superintendent 5 discussed how the prior superintendents in the district he 
represents, were not supportive of additional taxes and the community continued to 
support this idea. He expressed that only two other superintendents had been 
employed in the district during the past forty years and they had all survived with the 
method of funding capital projects provided by the state (Superintendent 5, August 4. 
2004). Superintendent 6 reported that the local board of education felt the sales tax 
would not generate a regular means of funds for their small school district. He stated: 
the board of education did not think that the SPLOST was very reliable in 
generating funds for a small county system. Our county has a different 
situation than other counties in that there are 6 different zip codes just for this 
one school system. Most of these are rural post office boxes but they are out 
of county. 20% of the student population has our zip code but the other 
percent have a different zip code and we have learned that this effects how the 
SPLOST is distributed. The sales tax in this county fluctuates so much that it 
would not be a regular means of funds to depend on. The more business' 
depend on technology we have found that we would get slighted some of the 
SPLOST funds. Business' use a tracking on the zip code to distribute the 
sales tax. This would not help us any. We have gone to the post office to 
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complain and they say it is not their problem. They are not in the business of 
identifying residence (Superintendent 6, August 6, 2004). 
Superintendent 8 reported a local newspaper editor as the cause for not 
addressing a SPLOST referendum. The editor stated that he would not support a 
referendum and would ensure that the local newspaper "would shoot it down" 
(Superintendent 8, August 10, 2004). During the interview process he stated: 
The superintendent preceding me was told by the local editor of the 
local paper that he would shoot it down, he would write against it. When it 
first came out...and after that happened they just never tried again. So it is a 
real small town, a town with just one paper and the editor pointed this out to 
them...he said that when they see it in his paper he can kill it. That is why 
they have not tried it (Superintendent 8, August 10, 2004). 
Need for SPLOST Referendum 
The four superintendents with no SPLOST referendum in the district were 
asked if the district was in such good financial shape that they had no need for a 
SPLOST referendum. Only one out of the four expressed the lack of immediate need 
for a SPLOST. Superintendent 7 expressed the stable financial background 
experienced by his district and the lack of past need for a SPLOST referendum. The 
other three superintendents expressed a definite need for a SPLOST to assist in capital 
financing for their districts. Superintendent 6 stated: 
Oh no, we could use the extra funding, we need the funding but presently the 
board of education is not willing to make the move. An example is the 
purchase of farm equipment. I know of one example where the sales tax was 
7% but because of the zip code of the purchaser, they sent the money to the 
place of residence. Even with it being purchased in the county with the tax. 
the other county got the money (Superintendent 6, August 6, 2004). 
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Superintendent 8 expressed the need for the SPLOST referendum and the poor 
upkeep on the present buildings due to the lack of a SPLOST referendum 
(Superintendent 8, August 10, 2004). Superintendent 5 also expressed the need for the 
SPLOST reterendum. He discussed the advance capital outlay funding presently 
being experienced in the district. He stated that two schools in the district are over 
fifty years of age and the funds for upkeep and repair are not available. He added 
"we've got to do something" (Superintendent 5, August 4, 2004). 
Subgroup Influence 
Superintendent 6 and 7 reported no subgroup in the community supporting or 
discouraging the initiation of a SPLOST referendum (Superintendent 6, August 6. 
2004 and Superintendent 7, August 9, 2004). 
Superintendent 5 reported a subgroup in the community assisting with plans 
for a future SPLOST referendum. He stated: 
It's not anything that's organized but there is a group of folks that we are 
contacting and working with and setting up our SPLOST. We are working 
with some that are going to be big helpers with us. In fact, you know I really 
can't campaign for it as a Board Superintendent. And we're setting up some 
community key people to do that as we speak (Superintendent 5, August 4, 
2004). 
Superintendent 8 referred to the local newspaper editor that had previously 
been against the SPLOST referendum, as now being one of the main supporters of the 
referendum. He stated: 
As a result of not having a SPLOST, the editor is now, in fact, in favor 
of having a SPLOST because we now have to have new buildings because the 
upkeep on our buildings was just not there...because we just did not have the 
funds. When I took the job. the editor came to me and told me he will support 
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it it we build new buildings. So, we are now getting together the final 
information so that we can try one in March. This is the same editor and a few 
things happened. His son-in-law got a job in education and he is inside of the 
buildings now and that makes a big difference. He is in this system and that 
has made a big difference (Supenntendent 8, August 10, 2004). 
None of the superintendents interv iewed felt a subgroup was present in the 
community openly discouraging a SPLOST referendum. Superintendent 5 used the 
term "not overtly" to describe the influence of a subgroup toward discouraging the 
SPLOST (Superintendent 5, August 4, 2004). 
Superintendent 8 reported a subgroup that is now currently in support of a 
future reterendum. Superintendent 8 stated. "There is a group of parents and business 
people and whatever in the county that are now pushing for us to have a SPLOST for 
new buildings" (Superintendent 8, August 10, 2004). 
Future SPLOST 
When asked if the district would utilize the SPLOST referendum in the future, 
three of the four interviewed responded positively. Superintendent 6 reported that the 
local recreation department had discussed a SPLOST for recreation funds and the 
local board of education hoped this would assist in their efforts to educate the public 
for a possible future with the SPLOST (Superintendent 6, August 6, 2004). 
Superintendent 7 expressed that a future SPLOST was being discussed for the 
building of a new elementary school and a new middle school. He stated that the 
board of education had discussed at least 3 more SPLOST referendums, past the 
initial SPLOST approval, in order to finance the project (Superintendent 7, August 9, 
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2004). Superintendent 8 reported that a future SPLOST is planned in the district for 
March 2005 (Superintendent 8, August 10, 2004). 
Summary 
Chapter 4 presented a brief review of the purpose of the study and the research 
questions. A report ot the analysis of the data resulting from the quantitative results 
and the interviews was given. Based on the data provided, the fifty-seven school 
districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 were described. 
Tables were included to provide the quantitative data and demographic 
information from the interviews. Means and percentages were presented for the fifty- 
seven school districts with an approved SPLOST referendum on March 18. 1997. 
The superintendents interviewed presented issues they face when dealing with 
the SPLOST referendum. Individual superintendents addressed issues that were 
specific to the SPLOST referendum and their respective districts. The 
superintendents with an approved SPLOST referendum agreed on the requirement of 
the role of a politician that is required of the superintendent. This role is viewed as an 
uncomfortable role since they are responsible for the welfare of students. The 
superintendents interviewed, view their role in the school districts as the district 
educational leader instead of politician. The majority of superintendents, of the school 
districts without a SPLOST referendum, agreed that the SPLOST referendum would 
assist their school district in the financing of capital projects. 
CHAPTER V 
Summary, Conclusions, And Implications 
Chapter V presents a summary of the findings, an analysis of the research 
findings, discussion of research findings, conclusions, implications, and 
recommendations for further study. The discussion of research findings includes the 
percentage of the SPLOST resources used for capital projects and the breakdown of 
the three approved expenditures for the SPLOST referendum. Also included is the 
percentage ot the SPLOST resources used for the retirement of General Obligation 
Bond debt, the impact the SPLOST referendum has had on the total school district 
expenditures and revenues. How the SPLOST resources have assisted school districts 
is presented along with the factors that hinder a school district from initiating a 
SPLOST referendum. 
Summary of Research Findings 
The literature revealed the history of educational finance in the United States 
along with the traditional methods used in Georgia. Historically, collected property 
taxes have been the foundation of financing for school construction in the United 
States (Mikesell, 1984). General Obligation bonds were another method frequently 
used to support local school districts (Flanigan, Richardson & Stollar, 1995). The 
concept of local general obligation bonds has been part of the traditional capital 
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improvement funding formula in education (Howell, Miller, & Krantzler, 1997). The 
use of a personal income tax as the source of funding for public education was 
another financing method (Burrup, Brimley & Garfield. 1996). 
The idea of a sales tax for use by education was a non-traditional method for 
financing of capital outlay and capital improvement projects. Not only could the sales 
tax be employed by the state but also by the local school community (Crampton & 
Thompson, 2001). The idea of a sales tax for use by local school districts in Georgia 
became a reality in November of 1996. At this time the voters in Georgia approved 
an amendment to the state constitution. This amendment gave local school districts 
the authority to levy a 1 -cent sales tax for the purpose of education (Harben & 
Hartley, 1997). The Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax Referendum or SPLOST 
referendum was the name assigned to this new method of revenue collection in 
Georgia (Georgia Department of Education, 2004a) 
This study sought to determine the effects of the SPLOST referendum on the 
financing of public school capital projects in Georgia. These effects could serve to 
direct the future capital funding methods utilized in the state of Georgia. A void in the 
literature was present concerning the financing of capital projects and the use of the 
SPLOST referendum. 
Discussion of Research Findings 
As previously stated, a void existed in the research that addressed the use of 
the SPLOST referendum for public school capital projects in Georgia. This study 
provided research concerning the percentage of SPLOST resources used for new 
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capital projects, the percentage of SPLOST resources used for general capital 
projects, the percentage of SPLOST resources used for the retirement of general 
obligation bonds, and impact of the SPLOST referendum on the school district 
millage rate. Also included in the study was the impact of the SPLOST reterendum 
on the total school district expenditures, and the impact of the SPLOST referendum 
on the total district revenue. Qualitative research was utilized to address how the 
SPLOST referendum has assisted in the funding of capital outlay projects and the 
factors that hinder a school district from initiating a SPLOST referendum tor capital 
projects. 
Research Question 1. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used lor 
capital projects in the State of Georgia? 
The quantitative research methods resulted in the findings that urban school 
districts utilized the SPLOST referendum for new capital projects more than the 
metropolitan and rural school districts. Seventy-five percent of the urban school 
districts utilized the SPLOST funds towards new capital projects. The findings 
showed the metropolitan school districts utilized 24.43% of the SPLOST funds for 
new capital projects. Only 3.07% of the rural school districts SPLOST expenditures 
were towards new capital projects while urban school districts expended j8.63% ol 
SPLOST expenditures for new capital projects. This lead the researcher to conclude 
that urban school districts were confident of the revenue available from the SPLOST 
referendum due to the shopping opportunities offered in the district. The^ were more 
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willing to address new capital projects with the assurance that the SPLOST funds 
would be available for the payments. 
Of the categories studied, the rural school districts used the SPLOST 
reterendum for new capital projects the least amount. Fifty percent of the rural school 
districts used the SPLOST revenue for new capital projects, but it resulted in the use 
ot a mean of 3.07% of the total SPLOST expenditures for new capital projects . 
Rural school districts may feel hindered to immediately build new buildings without 
previous tunding available. The approval of the SPLOST referendum on March 18, 
1997 was the beginning of the use of a sales tax for capital projects in Georgia. Local 
SPLOST revenue had been projected but no type of guarantee was given as to the 
total amount that would be collected during the five year duration of the tax. Rural 
school districts leaders were aware of the financial burden that new capital projects 
would present and elected to research the funding use for the period of the first 
referendum. 
More urban school districts used the SPLOST referendum for general capital 
projects than both rural and metropolitan school districts. Eighty-three percent of the 
urban school districts studied used SPLOST funds for general capital projects. Urban 
school districts studied, expended 42.82% of SPLOST funds for general capital 
projects. Rural school districts spent 26.54% of the SPLOST expenditures for general 
capital projects while metropolitan spent 42.54% of the funds for general capital 
projects. Overall, the use of the SPLOST funds for general projects declined each year 
in each school district category, until the last year of the referendum. Rural school 
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districts increased the amount expended for general projects each year. They were 
able to slowly utilize the SPLOST revenues and plan for the largest expenditure at the 
end of the approval time. This researcher concluded that school districts prioritized 
the capital projects and reserved the revenue to accomplish the most important tasks 
tirst then finish with the tasks left unaddressed. School district leaders and SPLOST 
committee members shared with the public the uses of the SPLOST but did not 
necessarily provide a list of projects in order of importance. 
Research Question 2. What percentage of SPLOST resources are used for the 
retirement of General Obligation Bond debt incurred for capital projects? 
From the three school district categories included in the study, the majority of 
the metropolitan school districts utilized the SPLOST referendum for the repayment 
of bond indebtedness. Seventy-six percent of the SPLOST expenditures by 
metropolitan school districts were for the repayment of bonds. The percentage of 
SPLOST funds expended towards the repayment of bonds was a mean of 33.02% for 
the five year period of the study. The majority of rural school districts also used 
SPLOST funds for the repayment of bond debt. Rural school districts expended 
32.89% of the SPLOST funds for the repayment of bonds. This represented 75% of 
the rural districts utilizing the SPLOST funds for bond repayment. 
Research Question 3. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the 
school district millage rate? 
Twelve of the twenty-one or fifty percent of metropolitan school districts 
studied, increased the millage rate after the approval of the SPLOST referendum. The 
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mean millage rate of metropolitan school districts before the approval of the SPLOST 
referendum was 17.10. For the five year period of the study, the mean millage rate for 
metropolitan school districts was 17.66 Eight of the twelve or sixty-six percent, of 
urban school districts studied, increased the millage rate after the approval of the 
SPLOST referendum. The mean millage rate of urban school districts before the 
approval of the SPLOST referendum was 14.79. For the five year period of the study, 
the mean millage rate for urban school districts wasl5.38. Sixteen of the twenty-four 
or sixty-six percent, of rural school districts studied, increased the millage rate after 
the approval of the SPLOST referendum. The mean millage rate of rural school 
districts before the approval of the SPLSOT referendum was 13.08. For the five year 
period of the study, the mean millage rate for rural school districts wasl3.78. 
Research Question 4. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the 
total school district expenditures? 
As expected, metropolitan school districts expended more actual SPLOST 
dollars than did urban and rural school districts studied. Metropolitan school districts 
spent a mean of 12.82% of their total district expenditures as SPLOST expenditures. 
Urban school districts spent the greatest percentage of 18.18% of their total district 
expenditures as SPLOST expenditures. Rural school districts spent a mean of 8.44% 
of their total district expenditures as SPLOST expenditures. 
Research Question 5. What is the impact of the SPLOST referendum on the 
total school district revenue? 
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Metropolitan school districts collected more actual SPLOST dollars than did 
urban and rural but this was an expected outcome. Metropolitan school districts 
collected a mean of 11.30% of their total school revenue as SPLOST revenue. Urban 
school districts collected a mean of 10.06% of their total school revenue as SPLOST 
revenue while rural school districts collected a mean of 7.94% of their total revenue 
as SPLOST revenue. 
Research Question 6. How do SPLOST resources assist in the funding of 
capital outlay projects? 
Interviews with four school superintendents from districts that had an 
approved SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997 revealed that the SPLOST 
referendum has contributed to improvement in capital projects. The SPLOST revenue 
has been used to renovate central office building, cafeterias, roofs, heating and 
cooling systems, and paving of parking lots around capital facilities. New capital 
projects were made possible due to SPLOST that otherwise would not have been a 
possibility. All superintendents expressed positive uses for the SPLOST revenue. 
Each superintendent expressed their appreciation for the availability of SPLOST 
revenue to accomplish projects that otherwise would not have been accomplished. A 
tour of one facility was part of the interview process and this revealed a site 
evaluation of the improvements made to the facility due to the revenue from 
SPLOST. Each superintendent expressed, with emotion, the positive impact the 
SPLOST referendum has had on their respective district. The improvements were not 
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only made to physical capital projects but due to the approved uses of SPLOST, 
students were in better learning environments. 
Research Question 7. What factors hinder a school district from initiating a 
SPLOST referendum for capital projects? 
Interviews with four superintendents of school districts which have never 
initiated a SPLOST referendum revealed various factors hindering a referendum. The 
majority of superintendents expressed the lack of support in the district to impose a 
new tax. The perception of the public seemed to be a major hindrance toward the 
approval of a SPLOST referendum. Only one district revealed the lack of need for 
additional capital project revenue, but this district is beginning to plan for future use 
of the SPLOST referendum to maintain the present facilities. Three-fourths of the 
districts interviewed revealed plans for future SPLOST referendums. The one district 
that continues to resist the use of the SPLOST referendum is doing so due to the lack 
of public support and a great misunderstanding of the process. 
Conclusions 
The SPLOST referendum has had major effects on the financing of capital 
projects in the state of Georgia. Metropolitan, urban and rural school districts have all 
been able to accomplish capital projects that otherwise would not have been a 
possibility. Even with the amount of SPLOST revenue for urban and rural school 
districts not reaching above twenty-two percent of the metropolitan SPLOST 
revenues, these school districts have been able to utilize this funding method for the 
improvement of capital projects in their respective districts. 
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The use of SPLOST revenues for bond repayment was the largest use in 
metropolitan school districts. This allowed the research to conclude that metropolitan 
school districts initiate a bond referendum for an immediate capital project need and 
then utilizes the SPLOST funds for the duration of the referendum to repay bond 
amounts. Rural school districts and the use of SPLOST funds for bond referendum 
payment indicated the use of the bond prior to the March 18, 1997 SPLOST 
referendum approval and the utilization of the SPLOST referendum to retire the bond. 
The use of sales tax revenue to repay bond debt has provided the opportunity for 
property owners to share in the retirement of a bond. This has not been a possibility 
until the approval of the SPLOST referendum. 
The majority of rural school districts do not use the SPLOST referendum for 
the purpose of new capital projects, but for general capital project improvements. 
This researcher concludes that the rural school districts were in need of general capital 
project improvements more than bond repayments or new capital projects. The 
increases in rural school district SPLOST expenditures during the last year of the 
referendum suggest the saving of SPLOST revenues until the last year of the 
referendum cycle. This allows rural school districts to save funds, possibly borrow 
against the SPLOST revenue for other immediate needs, and earn interest on the 
revenue. Rural school districts also may reconsider and evaluate the exact use of the 
fund for each specific need. 
As expected, metropolitan school districts collected and expended the largest 
percentage of SPLOST funds. Urban districts collected sixteen to twenty-one percent 
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ot the funds collected by metropolitan school districts while rural school districts 
collected six to seven percent of the funds collected by the metropolitan school 
districts. These figures should not be discouraging to the urban and rural school 
districts. These represent funding sources that otherwise they would not have 
obtained. The percentages collected do have a major impact on the urban and rural 
school districts and the capital projects addressed in the school district. 
The increase in the millage rate for all school districts studied does cause 
concern for this researcher. The SPLOST referendum has not assisted in the reduction 
of property taxes but an additional tax has been placed upon the public. As SPLOST 
approval committees encourage the approval or continuation of the SPLOST 
referendum in school districts, the statement that SPLOST will help to relieve the 
property owner from future tax increases did not prove to be accurate. This argument 
should not be used in the promotion of a SPLOST referendum. 
Total budget expenditures and revenues ranged from seven percent to twenty- 
one percent. For metropolitan school districts, a percentage is not as significant as a 
percentage for an urban and rural system. Both urban and rural school districts 
benefited in terms of expenditure assistance and revenue collection as a result of the 
SPLOST referendum. 
Interviews with superintendents revealed the emotion connected with 
the SPLOST referendum. Superintendents with an approved SPLOST referendum on 
March 18, 1997 have continued to participate in the SPLOST option. They support 
the referendum as the financial leader of the district but also as the caretaker for the 
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students enrolled in the district. The interviews revealed the positive emotions felt 
toward the SPLOST referendum option. Interviews with the superintendents of 
systems that have never initiated a SPLOST referendum also revealed the emotions 
for a positive outcome from a future SPLOST referendum. All of the four district 
superintendents indicated the use of the SPLOST referendum in the future. 
Implications 
The findings of this study clearly have implications that may be beneficial to 
local school districts in the state of Georgia and across the United States. The use of 
the SPLOST referendum has provided local districts the opportunity to improve and 
enhance general capital projects for metropolitan, urban and rural school districts. 
Rural school districts have used the SPLOST referendum for general capital projects 
more than metropolitan or urban school districts. The SPLOST revenue has provided 
a method for funding capital upkeep. Metropolitan school districts have been able to 
make bond repayment a possibility through SPLOST. Urban school districts utilized 
SPLOST funds mostly for the building of new capital projects. Metropolitan school 
districts clearly expended the most SPLOST funds and also collected the largest 
amount of SPLOST funds. This is relative to the size of the district and population. 
The millage rate for metropolitan, urban and rural school districts has 
increased since the approval of the SPLOST referendum. The majority of all school 
districts increased the millage rate during the duration of the SPLOST referendum. 
This fact has presented the findings that the SPLOST referendum has not assisted 
local school district constituents in the reduction of taxation. Local property taxes did 
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not experience a reduction as a result of the addition of the SPLOST referendum. 
Having the SPLOST referendum at a time of economic uncertainty along with greater 
demands on the education system could imply that other taxes would have increased 
dramatically. If there had not been a SPLOST to take care of the capital project needs 
and free the other taxes to help in other areas, the tax burden on property owners 
could have been excessive. 
The percentage of the total district expenditures that represent SPLOST 
expenditures is approximately one-third for all school district categories studied. The 
percentage of total district revenue that represents SPLOST revenues is not as 
significant. Metropolitan school districts collected the largest percentage with 
twenty-one percent of the districts revenue being SPLOST revenue. Urban and rural 
districts revenues were not as high. 
The interviews with superintendents provided information that is beneficial to 
all superintendents and local boards of education. The theme of the interviews all 
pointed to the positive outcomes for each local school district as a result of the 
SPLOST referendum. Superintendent 4, an interview conducted with a 
superintendent that had a SPLOST referendum approved on March 18, 1997, stated 
"It's wonderful" (August 10, 2004). The emotions displayed by these 
superintendents, implied the positive things that can be done due to an approved 
SPLOST referendum. 
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Recommendations 
Recommendations for further research include: 
1. A study of the use of the SPLOST referendum and the three authorized 
expenditures. A study that investigates the actual use of the funding 
source for specific projects instead of the general authorized uses is 
suggested. This study utilized the general approval expenditures and did 
not investigate the actual, individual expenditure. 
2. A study that investigates the use of General Obligation Bonds since the 
availability of the SPLOST referendum and the funding source used for 
the bond repayment. 
3. A study that investigates the category of school districts, percentage of 
school districts and financial history of the Georgia school districts that 
have borrowed funds from the SPLOST referendum revenue. 
4. Projected revenue amounts are stated at the time of a SPLOST referendum 
approval. A study that investigates the category of school district and 
percentage of districts that have collected the projected SPLOST revenue. 
5. A study that investigates the percentage of school districts that have ceased 
the SPLOST referendum before the five year limitation for the referendum 
and the reasoning for the cessation. 
6. An investigation into the condition of capital projects and facilities in the 
state of Georgia since the first SPLOST referendum on March 18, 1997. 
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7. A study involving the interview process for a larger percentage of 
superintendents with an approved SPLOST referendum is suggested. 
8. A replication of this study utilizing the same school districts and the next 
five years of the approved SPLOST referendum. 
Summary 
Research conducted on the special purpose local option sales tax 
referendum and the financing of capital projects in Georgia has revealed the many 
positive improvements for the students enrolled in Georgia public schools. Data 
indicated the use of the SPLOST referendum as a beneficial tool to metropolitan, 
urban and rural school districts. Total school district revenue and expenditures have 
been affected by the approved SPLOST referendum. School districts in Georgia have 
a useful mechanism by which to generate revenue for capital improvement projects 
and ultimately improve the quality of education offered to its youth. 
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Interview Questions 
School Districts with SPLOST Referendum On 
March 18, 1997 
1. Were you employed in this school district on March 18. 1997? 
2. If yes, what was your employment position at that time9 
3. When did you become the Superintendent for this school district? 
4. Is the SPLOST referendum concept and outcome what you thought it would 
be? 
If not, why0 
5. W'hat was or is the most difficult portion of the SPLOST referendum? 
6. Have you experienced any unexpected circumstances, either negative or 
positive, as a result of the SPLOST referendum? 
7. In what ways has the SPLOST referendum impacted the financing of capital 
outlay projects in your school district0 
8. Has the SPLOST referendum provided your district with the opportunity to 
utilize creative financing for projects that otherwise may not have occurred0 
9. Will you initiate another SPLOST in the coming years0 Why? 
10. What will you do differently if you plan another SPLOST referendum0 
11. What do you think are some obstacles of the SPLOST referendum that may 
cause a school district to not initiate a SPLOST referendum0 
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Interview Questions 
School Districts Never Initiated SPLOST 
1. When did you become the Superintendent for this school district9 
2. Do you believe that the SPLOST referendum could assist in the financing of 
capital projects in your school district? How or how not? 
3. In your opinion, why has your local board of education never called for a 
SPLOST referendum? 
4. Is your school district in such good financial shape that you do not need a 
SPLOST referendum? 
5. Is there a subgroup in the community that has encouraged the use of a 
SPLOST referendum? 
6. Is there a subgroup in the community that has discouraged the initiation of a 
SPLOST referendum? 
7. Have you experienced any negative criticism from the community for not 
utilizing this financing method? 
8. In your opinion, will this school district utilize the SPLOSL referendum in the 
next five years? 
